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DECLARATI ON
of the
RECCRD OF DECI SI ON

SI TE NAVE AND LOCATI ON
Mar zone, Inc./Chevron Chem cal Conpany Site, Tifton, Tift County, Ceorgia
STATEMENT OF BASI S AND PURPCSE

Thi s deci si on docunent (Record of Decision) presents the selected renedial action for the

Mar zone, Inc./ Chevron Chenmical Conmpany Site in Tift County, Georgia; devel oped in accordance
with the Conprehensive Environnental Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA)
as anended by the Superfund Anendnents and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA), and to the extent
practicable, the National G| and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP). This
deci sion is based on the Admi nistrative Record for this Site.

The state of Georgia, as represented by the Georgia Environnental Protection Division (GEPD)
has been the support agency during the Renedial Investigation and Feasibility Study process for
the Marzone, Inc. / Chevron Chenical Conpany Site. In accordance with 40 Part CFR 300. 430, as
t he support agency, GAEPD has provided input during this process. GEPD has concurred with the
remedy selected in the ROD, but defers concurrence with the performance standards in |ight of
the newy pronul gates rules of the Georgia Site Hazardous Response Act.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthe Site, if not addressed by
i npl enenting the response action selected in this Record of Dedsion (ROD), may present an
i mm nent and substantial endangernent to public health, welfare, and/or the environnent.

DESCRI PTI ON OF SELECTED REMEDY

EPA has organi zed the work at this Site into two phases or operable units (OUJs). Qperable Unit

#1 invol ves contam nation on the 1.68 acre former Marzone pesticide blending area, part of the

Sl ack Property, and railroad drai nage ditch past the southwest corner of the horse pasture, and
contami nated groundwater related to the Site. This first operable unit is broken down into two
separate renedi es; one for groundwater and the other for soil

For contam nated groundwater the selected renmedy is Goundwater Punp and Treat and enhancenent
through use of an infiltration gallery. The nmajor conponents of the sel ected renedy include:

. The inplenmentation of institutional controls.

. The inplenmentation of a punping test, to aid in determning specific design criteria
for the extraction system

. The design and construction of groundwater extraction wells.

. The installation of a security fence around the on-site treatnent unit.

. The design and installation of a groundwater punping system a groundwater
filtration system an on-site treatnment system and an infiltration gallery.

. The start-up and operation of this system

. The transportation, regeneration, recycling, and disposal of the spent filters

. The operati on and nai ntenance of a | ong-term groundwat er nonitoring program

Includes quarterly nonitoring of paraneters in extraction wells and specified
nmoni toring wells.



The cost of this alternative would be $3.4 nmillion

For the soil contamination the selected renedy is Low Tenperature Thernal Desorption. The mgjor
conponents of the selected renmedy include

. The excavation of all soil contam nati on above the performance standards. The
stagi ng and preconditioning of soil for entry into the thernal desorption unit.

. The feeding of soil into the heated chanber for treatnent.

. The processing through the thernal desorption unit including the bag house, GAC, or
ot her equival ent system

. The pl acenent of treated, decontam nated soil back to the Site

. The periodic soil sanpling during treatment to verify effectiveness of the renedy.

. Air nmonitoring to ensure safety of nearby residents and workers.

The cost of this remedy would be $4.8 mllion

The total cost of the groundwater and soil renmedy for QU of the Marzone Site is approxinately
$8.2 mllion.

STATUTCRY DETERM NATI ONS

The selected renedy is protective of human health and the environnment, conplies with federal and
state requirenents that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the renedi a
action, and is cost effective. This renedy satisfies the preference for treatnent that reduces
toxicity, mobility, or volune as the principal elenent. Finally, it is determned that this
remedy utilizes a permanent solution and alternative treatnent technol ogies to the naxi mum
extent practicable.

JOHAN H  HANKINSON, JR, REG ONAL ADM NI STRATCOR DATE
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RECORD CF DECI SI ON
MARZONE, | NC./ CHEVRON CHEM CAL COVPANY S| TE
OPERABLE UNI' T #1
TIFT COUNTY, GECRG A

1.0 SITE NAME, LOCATI ON, AND DESCRI PTI ON

The Marzone, Inc./Chevron Chemi cal Conpany Site (herein after the Marzone Site or the Site) is
located in south-central Georgia inthe Gty of Tifton, at the intersection of Gol den Road and
Norfol k Southern Railroad (Figure 1). The Site consists of two separate study areas called
operable units (OJs). This Record of Decision covers QUl. QUL consists of the 1.68-acre forner
pesticide production area, a part of the adjacent Sl ack property, and part of the adjacent
railroad drai nage ditch

<I M5 SRC 0494191A>

Al though the property is accessible fromall directions, the only roadway access is from Gol den
Road whi ch borders the property to the north. Across Golden Road to the north is a forner
lumber mll. To the west of the property is an active railroad and a forner wood treating
facility. To the east and south is residential property owned by M. Gover Slack, which
includes an open barn and horse pasture. A live-in trailer is also present on the Slack
property. A nunicipal drinking water supply well is located |ess than 100 yards to the
northwest. Farther to the north and west of this well is a residential area. A so, approxinately
500 feet east of QUL of the Site is a red brick house

Bordering the southern portion of QUL of the Marzone Site was a forner shed and planing mll, of
which only an asphalt area remains. Further south of the Marzone property was a forner burn pit
area used to burn planing mll wastes. Beyond the forner burn pit area to the southeast is the
Gol den Seed property where a fornmer fertilizer facility was operated. Currently EPA is
performng a fund-1ed renoval action on the Gol den Seed Property.

Exi sting features on QU1 of the Marzone Site include the plant building (which forrmerly
consisted of a dry blending area, a warehouse, a drumstorage area, and a liquid formulation
area), a vertical chemcal storage tank, an adjacent tank pad, a |oading dock area, and an
asphalt parking area and concrete slab (Figure 2). Reportedly, an underground storage tank is
located north of the eastern portion of the building. A drainage ditch runs along the southern
boundary of the Site and is referred to as the "south drainage ditch." Simlarly, another

drai nage ditch, referred to as the "railroad drainage ditch," runs along portions of the Norfolk
Southern Railroad and the railroad spur south and southeast of the Site. Forner features on QU1
of the Marzone Site were a rinsate pond (lagoon) in the southeast portion of the Site, and a
former truck loading area in the eastern portion of the Site. Additionally, there was an
aboveground chenical tank area on the south side of the Site, of which only the tank pad

remai ns.

2.0 SITE H STORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTI VI TI ES

The pesticide fornmulation facility was devel oped in 1950 and operated as such until January
1983. After 1983, QUL of the Site was used prinarily for general storage and plant seedling
distribution, as well as vegetabl e washi ng and repackaging activities. Currently, no operations
exi st on QUL of the Marzone Site

From 1950 to 1970, Chevron Chem cal Conpany operated a pesticide formulating plant at QU1 of the
Site. From 1950 to about 1960, Chevron fornulated dry pesticide dusts and in 1960 liquid
formul ati on was added. The liquid fornulati on used xyl ene and xyl ene-based mi xtures as carrier



liquids. Bulk chemcal handling facilities operated during these years included unpaved rail car
and truck | oading areas for base materials and finished products; bulk |iquids were unl oaded by
tanker truck into vertical aboveground storage tanks. Only the western portion of the current
buil ding was in existence. The renuminder of QUL was unpaved.

<I MG SRC 0494191B>
In 1970, Chevron sold the facility to M. Billy Mtchell who founded the Tifton Chem cal Conpany
whi ch fornul ated and narketed liquid and dry pesticides simlar to Chevron's. These included
DDT, toxaphene, parathion, nethyl parathion, nalathion, and chlordane; Tifton Chem cal Conpany
al so produced sul fur-based products.

Tifton Chemcals sold the operation in 1977 to Tifchem Products, Inc. |Inspections nmade by the
Georgi a Departnent of Natural Resources (GaDNR) indicated repeated rinsate discharges to unlined
drai nage ditches leading to the forner rinsate pond (lagoon) |ocated at the southeast corner of
the property off-site discharges, and poor housekeeping practices inside and around the
buildings. It is likely that Tifchemformul ated common organophosphate and organochl ori ne
pesticides. GaDNR records nention atrazine, endrin, and toxaphene in connection with this
operation. Tifchemdefaulted to the Farnmer's Bank of Tifton in 1979 leaving |large quantities of
pesticides on-site.

Mar zone Chemi cal Conpany (Marzone) purchased the property in January 1980, and operated it as a
pesticide formulating facility until Septenber 1982. Marzone reportedly formnmul ated nethyl and
et hyl parathion, toxaphene, |indane, DDT, chlordane, Sevin, atrazine, malathion, and heptachl or
at the Site. Prior to operation, Marzone was required by the GaDNR to renove the esti nated

70, 000 pounds of pesticides which remained at the Site fromthe Tifchemoperation. GaDN\R al so
required Marzone to close the rinsate pond (lagoon) and replace it with a systemresulting in
zero discharge. The pond water and sludge reportedly were di sposed at the Pinewood di sposal
facility in South Carolina.

In 1983, regular comercial operation of the Site ceased when Kova Fertilizer, Inc. (Kova)
acquired the property in a foreclosure. A GDNR inspection of the Site, follow ng Kova's
acquisition, identified open druns of pesticides and pesticide wastes on-site. In 1984, a
notice of violation was issued and the GaDNR required Kova to renove all hazardous waste,
contam nated soil, and debris fromthe Site within 45 days. Kova nanifested 49 druns of
pesticide waste for off-site disposal by Chemi cal Waste Managenent. |n May 1985, ownership was
transferred to Kova of Georgia.

In August 1985, the Site was purchased by Mlan, Inc., the current owner of the Site. The Site
has been used for general storage, plant seedling distribution, and vegetable washi ng and
repackaging. A fence to secure the Site was added in May 1993.

To date a nunber of Renoval Actions have been taken at the Site. Records of the Georgia

Envi ronnental Protection D vision (GEPD) identified concerns at the Site as early as 1973. In
1979, Marzone, Inc. in response to a GEPD conpliance order, renoved waste fromthe rinsate
pond. Marzone reported that they renoved 35 tons of sludge fromthe rinsate pond area. The
rinsate pond was filled with conpacted topsoil and clay. Analyses of the sludge sanpl es
identified atrazene, lead, and arsenic. An additional 5 tons of pesticide wastes were renoved
by Kova Fertilizer, Inc., under GAEPD s direction in March 1984. In Septenber 1984, the EPA
conducted an investigation at the Marzone Site. Analyses of soil and water sanples collected at
the Site, indicated that pesticides, including endurin, heptachlor, DDT, chlordane, toxaphene,
atrazene, nethyl and ethyl parathion, |indane, DDD, and mal athion were still present in the soil
and/ or groundwater. |In Cctober 1984, based on the results of the investigation, EPA initiated
response actions at the Marzone Site. Approximately 1,700 tons of waste were reportedly renoved
fromthe Site and disposed of at a pernitted hazardous waste landfill. In May 1985, Chevron



contracted with OH Materials Co. for an additional renoval of contami nated materials fromthe
rinsate pond and drai nage ditches. Approximately 2,200 tons of naterial was renoved during this
action. These renoval actions were conducted to abate substantial threats to human health and
the environnent. Residual risk of a |esser degree renained at the Site subsequent to the

ener gency renoval actions.

The Marzone, Inc./Chevron Chemical Conpany Site was proposed for the National Priorities List
(NPL) in June 1988, and becanme final in August, 1989. In Septenber 1990, Kova Fertilizer, Inc.
Kova of Georgia, Chevron Chenical Conpany, and Billy G Mtchell, signed an Admi nistrative Oder
by Consent (AQCC) with EPA for the Site. The ACC directed the PRPs to devel op and inplenent a
Remedi al Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) which identified the nature and extent of
contam nation and proposed renedial action for the Site. The R report presents the nethods,
results, and conclusions of the investigation. The FS report includes devel opnent, screening
detail ed anal ysis, conclusions and recommendations for the Renedial Action Alternatives.

3.0 H GHLI GHTS OF COWUNI TY PARTI CI PATI ON

On June 24, 1991 an availability session was held in the Tifton Nei ghborhood Services Center, on
Gol den Road to informthe community of the start of field work for the Renedial |nvestigation

At that tine community interviews were conducted and a repository was set up at the Tifton and
Tift County Libraries in Tifton, Georgia. A second availability session took place on January
20, 1994 in the Nei ghborhood Services Center to informthe public of the results of the Renedia
I nvestigation and the proposed alternatives for renediation

On April 7, 1994 a third availability session was held to better define the renedia

alternatives presented in the Feasibility Study. |In addition, on January 5,1994, EPA held a
public neeting in the Tifton Library to announce that Tifton/Tift County, Georgia was sel ected
as Region IV's focus for the Environnental Justice initiative. At that tine a summary of the
activities at the Marzone Site was presented. The public comrent period on the proposed plan was
fromJuly 15, 1994 through Septenber 14, 1994. A public neeting was held on July 26, 1994 where
representatives from EPA answered questions regarding the Site and the proposed pl an under
consideration. The admnistrative record was available to the public at both the information
repository nmaintained at the Tifton and Tift County Libraries and at the EPA Region IV Library
at 345 Courtland Street in Atlanta, Georgia. The notice of availability of these docunents was
published in the Tifton Gazette on July 11, and July 18, 1994. Responses to the significant
comrent s recei ved during the public comment period and at the public nmeeting are included in the
Responsi veness Summary, which is part of this ROD in Appendix A

4.0 SCOPE AND ROLE OF CPERABLE UNI TS

EPA has organi zed the work at this Site into the following two phases or operable
units (QUs). These units are as follows:

QU #1: Contanmination on 1.68 acre fornmer Marzone pesticide fornmulating area
part of the Slack property, and railroad drainage ditch past the
sout hwest corner of the horse pasture, and contam nated groundwater
underlying QU1 of the Site

QU #2: Remmining soil sedinment and surface water contam nation-- including
but not linted to, contamnation in Gum Creek. The Site was broken
into operabl e units when contam nation was di scovered at Gum Creek.
and at the Golden Seed renoval Site



The Site was separated into operable units to expedite the cleanup of the major sources of
contam nation. The 1.68-acre fornulating area is the nain source of contamination fromthe
Site. This contam nation has spread, nostly through surface water runoff, to other nearby area
including the drainage ditches and GQum Creek Additional studies are necessary for QR to
determ ne the extend of contamnation in GQum Creek. Currently, sufficient information is

avail able only to select a renmedy for QU1. The O studies will take sone tinme to conplete and
a separate ROD will be issued for the renediation of OUJ2.

5.0 SUMVARY COF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS
5.1 CGeneral Site Conditions

Tift County consists of uplands, river terraces and floodplains with noderately wi de interstream
di vi des separating relatively broad valleys. The surface expression of the divides is generally
level, very gently sloping or undulating, while the valley walls have nodest slopes and nearly
level valley floors. Tift County experiences a humd tenperature climate. Wnters tend to be
short and mld, while the sumer season is typically long and hot, occasionally tenpered by Qulf
and Atlantic winds. The average annual precipitation is reported to be approxi mately 48 inches;
with the greatest sustained rainfall occurring during wi nter nonths when evapotranspiration is
lowest. The area's winter tenperature average 52 degrees Fahrenheit (F), while sumer

t enperatures average 80 degrees Fahrenheit. The Site is situated within the drainage basin of
the sout heast-flowi ng Al apaha River. Local drainage is acconplished by overland flowto Gum
Creek which discharges to TyTy Creek, a tributary of the Alapaha. Drainage patterns exhibit
dendritic drai nage.

5.1.1 Ceol ogy/ Soi |

Tift County is located in the Coastal Plain Physiographic Province of south Georgia, which is
conposed of a wedge of clastic and carbonate sedi nents ranging in age from Jurassic/Cretaceous
to recent. The sedinents represent both nonmarine (I and-derived) and narine (oceani ¢ and/or
estuarine) sources. The uppernost geologic unit occurring in the Site area is the Mocene age
Hawt hor ne Group which has two major facies: a nonmarine conposed of the Coosawhat chi ue

Formati on, the Marks Head Fornation and the Parachuchla Formati on, and a margi nal

mar i ne/ nonnari ne facies conposed of the Altamaha Formation. The Hawt horne Group occurs at
ground surface in the Site area and extends in sone areas to an approxi mate depth of 300 feet
bel ow grade because of depositional features such as the @ulf Trough. The Hawt horne i s conposed
of interbedded clay and clay with linestone, with mnor beds of sand, sandy clay, sand-silt and
clay, and linmestone. The Hawthorne Goup is a confining unit in the Site area, overlying a

nmaj or water producing source at greater depth.

The Hawt horne Group is underlain by the Aigocene Suwannee Fornation. In the Site area the
Suwannee occurs at a depth of 300 feet below grade or nore. It is conposed of nonolithic
limestone, which is locally cavernous. The Suwannee represents the Floridan Aquifer Systemin
this area of Georgia and is a significant source of potable water supplies in the Site area.

Site area geologic units are depicted on Figure 3, a cross section drawn throughout the
alignnent of three nunicipal water supply wells illustrated on Figure 4.

<I MG SRC 0494191C

This cross section illustrates the predonmi nantly clayey nature of the Hawthorne G oup as it
underlies the Marzone Site. A lowperneability sandy day overlays a thin sand bed extrapol ated
to extend through the cross section between the widely spaced wells. The thin sand bed is

|l ocated nore than 50 feet below grade and is the only apparently continuous potentially



wat er - bearing zone within the Hawt horne underlying the Site. Al of the remaining Haw horne
strata are interpreted to be fine-grained, lowperneability materials. This was confirmed in
the borings conducted during the Remedial Investigation (RI). |Imrediately underlying the
Hawt horne Group is the Suwannee Fornation's linestone. It is characterized as a relatively
soft, cavernous carbonate rock

5.1.2 Hydrol ogy
Regi onal hydrogeol ogy is domi nated by the Floridan Aquifer System nade up of the Hawt horne G oup

and the Floridan Aquifer. The systemis recharged principally by rainfall and streamflow in
its outcrop area sone 25 nmiles northwest of the Site. The Site and surrounding area is not a

recharge area. The Hawthorne Group is a 300-foot-thick regionally extensive confining unit. It
is chiefly conposed of clays and simlar fine-grained naterials of limted perneability and
storage capability. These soil promote runoff while limting infiltration. In the study area

the first water-bearing unit in the Hawthorne Group was encountered at a depth of 3 to 6 feet
bel ow grade. Because of its primarily fine-grained character, the Hawt horne contains numnerous
perched or epheneral (seasonal) accunul ations of water. The Hawt horne's shal |l ow wat er-bearing
zones may occur separately, nmerge or pinch out conpletely within short lateral distances across
the Site.

Site drainage is acconplished by overland flow to drainage ditches which directs flow toward Gum
Creek. The drainage ditches fromthe Site discharges through a culvert into a marshy area
surroundi ng Gum Creek. Trenching has been done by the railroad along the spur. The trench
appears to collect culvert discharge water which woul d otherw se percolate through the soil to
the water-bearing zone below. GimCreek is prinmarily a wet-weather streamconsisting of a
series of pools and snall riffle areas

5.2 Results of Site Renedial |nvestigation

The PRPs of the Marzone Site conpleted a Renmedial Investigation (RI) and Feasibility Study (FS)
of the Site under EPA' s oversight in 1994. The R was designed to determ ne the nature and
extent of contamination in order to select a cleanup renedy. The investigation for the Site
consi sted of two work phases: Phase 1-a field screening and confirmati on sanpling, and Phase
2-an additional investigation phase. The screening included the collection of groundwater

soil, sediment, surface water sanples for on-site analysis, and a soil gas analysis. The
confirmation stage scope of work included the installation of nonitoring well pairs and the
coll ection of soil, groundwater, sedinment, and surface water sanples.
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During the Phase 1 field investigation, sanples were also collected and anal yzed for a variety
of physical, geochem cal, and m crobiological data. After EPA's review of the Phase 1 R Report
(March 1992), Phase 2 field sanpling was conducted beginning in Septenber 1992. This phase of
wor k focused on the southern drai nage ditch and Gum Creek areas downgradi ent of the Site
Addi ti onal upgradi ent and background data were al so collected. The additional tasks performnmed
included nonitor well installation and soil, sedinent, surface water and groundwater sanpling
and analysis. A total of 15 nonitor wells (12 in July 1991 and 3 in Septenber 1992) were
installed on and adjacent to the Site for groundwater characterization. Soil sanples were
collected from15 soil boring and from8 nmonitor well locations. Drainage ditch sedi nent
sanpl es were collected from 20 | ocations to assess the inpact of runoff fromthe Site toward Gum
Creek. Seven surface water and ten sedi ment sanples were collected fromGQm Creek to assess the
nature and extent of contam nants in the creek and marsh area



The nost common chemicals identified in the soil were toxaphene, DDX and BHC i soners. These are
pesticide associated chemicals that were detected in nore than 50 percent of the sanples

coll ected. Toxaphene had the highest concentration in QU1 at 2,300 ng/kg. DDT was detected at
a maxi num concentration of 1,300 ng/kg. O her common chem cal s include xyl enes, parathions, and
atrazine. These were anong the nost commonly fornul ated pesticides or carriers used at the
Site. The areas of highest concentrations in the soil and sedinents were the liquid formulation
area, the south drainage ditch, the "Slack" property south of the formulating area (vicinity of
the former planing mll), and the Golden Seed property. These contam nated soil are near the
former and current potential source areas and their surface water drainage pathways (Figure 5).

The nost preval ent chemicals in groundwater are BHC i soners, xylenes, DDX, and atrazine

Xyl enes had the hi ghest concentrations at 94 ng/l. The areas of highest organic concentrations
in groundwater are near the railroad | oadi ng dock and the "Sl ack" property south of the
formulating area near the planing mll. The contamnants identified in the wells generally

correspond to a nearby current/past source or areas of high contam nant concentrations in soil

<I M5 SRC 0494191E>
<I M5 SRC 0494191F>



TABLE 1: AMBI ENT ATMOSPHERI C CONCENTRATI ON OF CONTAM NANTS

AMBI ENT Al R?
CONTAM NANT 1 CONCENTRATI ON

(ng/ nB)
Atrazine 8. 3x10-5 1. 9x10- 13
"'.BHC 5.2x10-7 1. 2x10- 15
''_Chl or dane 1. 0x10-5 2.3x10- 14
J- thl or dane 4.9x10-6 1. 1x10- 14
DDD 2. 6x10-4 6. 0x10- 13
DDE 2. 0x10-5 4.6x10-14
DDT 1.3x10-3 3. 0x10- 12
Dieldrin 2. 0x10-6 4. 6x10- 15
Endosul fan 11 4.8x10-5 1.1x10-13
Endrin 1.3x10-5 3. 0x10- 14
Hept achl or Epoxi de 9. 0x10-7 2.1x10-15
Toxaphene 2. 3x10-3 5. 3x10- 12
PCB- 1260 9. 7x10-7 2.2x10- 15
1 fraction percent by weight of component "i" in the surface soi

2 based on particulate soil-to-air nodeling

TABLE 2

CONTAM NANT

Atrazine
"'.BHC

*". thl or dane
J- ¢hl or dane
DDD

DDE

DDT

Dieldrin
Endosul fan 11
Endrin

Hept achl or Epoxi de
Toxaphene
PCB- 1260

CONCENTRATI ONS OF CONTAM NANTS | N SURFACE SO L

MAXI MUM
CONCENTRATI ON DETECTED

(mg/ kg)

83
0.52
10
4.9
260
20

1, 300



TABLE 3:

CONTAM NANT

*". thl or dane
J- ¢hl or dane
DDD

DDT

Dieldrin
Endosul fan |
Endosul fan 11
Endrin

Hept achl or
Hept achl or Epoxi de
Li ndane
Toxaphene
Copper

Zinc

TABLE 4:

CONTAM NANT

Benzene
"'.BHC

- BHC

*.BHC

DDD

DDT

Endrin

Et hyl benzene
Li ndane

Met hyl Par at hi on
Xyl ene
Arsenic
Chr om um
Lead

Zinc

CONCENTRATI ONS OF CONTAM NANTS | N SEDI MENTS

MAXI MUM
CONCENTRATI ON DETECTED

(mg/ kg)

3050

CONCENTRATI ONS COF CONTAM NANTS GROUNDWATER

MAXI MUM
CONCENTRATI ON DETECTED

(my/ L)

47.0
94000
59.5
180
34.4
6390



Three potential routes of chemcal mgration were identified at QU1 of the Site. These routes
are:
1. Surface transport via surface water and sedi ment runoff fromQUl of the Site
2. Vertical transport through the soil by desorption of chemcals bound to the
surface soil and percolation of chemcally enriched water through the soi
colum, and
3. Vertical and horizontal transport through the groundwater natri x.

5.2.1 Soil Mgration

M gration of pesticides is primarily limted to surface mgration via stormwater runoff. The
railroad drai nage ditch sedinments were found during the Rl to contain elevated |evels of

chem cal s associated with pesticides. Stormwater runoff which carries the contam nated fine
soil particles apparently has deposited these particles into the drainage ditch. The drai nage
ditch slopes fromthe fornulating area toward Gum Creek, flattening as it approaches the creek
(Figure 5). Sedinent deposition apparently has occurred in flat areas as the periodi c ponding
of the water has allowed sedinent particles to settle. |In general, pesticide concentrations
decrease along the ditch away fromthe Site. However, the concentrations increase near the
Gol den Seed property.

5.2.2 Goundwater Mgration

Former source areas have contributed to the contam nation in groundwater. The data indicate

t oxaphene and DDT as the main soil contami nants. The chem cal characteristics of toxaphene and
DDT indicate that these chemicals have limted vertical nobility in soil. Contamnants found in
the groundwater, for exanple: parathion, |indane, and atrazine, are nore nobile and have
therefore, percolated into the shallow groundwater. DDT was detected in only one shall ow wel |
indicating that little vertical mgration of DDT into groundwater has occurred. Toxaphene was
not present in the groundwater, indicating that mgration of toxaphene is sufficiently retarded
by sorption to soil and that groundwater has not been inpacted. Conputations of both toxaphene
and DDT mgration was cal cul ated; the total horizontal distance traveled in the aquifer is |ess
than 1 foot. However, other chemcals, including xylenes, ethylbenzene, BHC i soners, and nethy
parat hion were detected in groundwater (Figure 6).

6.0 SUMWARY CF SI TE R SKS

CERCLA directs EPA to conduct a baseline risk assessnent to determ ne whether a Superfund Site
poses a current or potential threat to human health and the environment in the absence of any
remedi al action. The baseline risk assessnment provides the basis for determ ning whether or not
remedi al action is necessary and the justification for performng renedial action. Based upon
this analysis it was determned that the soil and groundwaater pose a potential risk

The major risk currently associated with QUL of the Marzone Site is the ingestion and dernal
contact of contaminated soil. |In addition, there is a risk posed fromthe ingestion of the
contam nated groundwat er underlying the Site. Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous
substances fromthis Site, if not addressed by inplenenting the response action selected in this
ROD, may present an i mmnent and substantial endangernent to public health, welfare, or the

envi ronnent .

6.1 Chenicals of Concern
The najority of the wastes and residues generated by production operations at the facility have

been nmanaged, treated, and di sposed of no-site throughout the Site's history. The chemicals
nmeasured in the various environmental nmedia during the Rl were eval uated for inclusion as



chem cals of potential concern in the risk assessnment by application of screening criteria. The
criteria which resulted in elimnation of chenicals included: chem cal concentrations bel ow
background concentrati ons; nmeasurenents bel ow quantification limts; a conbination of |ow
toxicity and | ow concentration or |ow persistence and | ow concentati on and | ow frequency of

det ecti on.

See tables 1 through 4 for contam nants of concern identified at the Marzone Site QUL.
6.2 Human Heal th R sk

This Baseline R sk Assessnment (BRA) characterized potential current and future risks to hunman
heal th and the environnment from exposure to chemcals found at the Site. The BRA revi ewed
several potential exposure scenarios for the Site: current industrial or site visitor
scenarios, and future hypothetical residential scenario. The BRA showed that under current
scenari os, the exposure pathway that exceeded EPA' s acceptable cancer risk range of 1 x 10-4 to
1 x 10-6 and/or an acceptable Hazard Index of 1.0 was direct contact with surface soil (i.e.
incidental ingestion, dernal contact) for the site visitor and on-site worker. Under the future
residential scenario, ingestion of groundwater and direct contact with surface soil were the
exposure pathways exceeding this risk range. Hence, based on the results of the BRA the

nmedi a of concern for renedial action are surface soil and groundwater. In addition, the
subsurface soil is a nedia of concern because of potential cross-nedia chemcal transport from
subsurface soil to groundwater. Surface sedinent is not a nedia of concern at the Site because
even the nbst conservative risk estimates generated in the BRA showed that exposure to chenicals
in surface sedinent resulted in excess cancer risks well within EPA' s acceptabl e risk range.
The BRA showed that assuming industrial use of the Site resulted in the highest estimated

carci nogeni ¢ risks under current |and use conditions. For noncarcinogenic risks the site
visitor scenario yielded the highest risk. This is due to the differences in the exposure
duration values used in the exposure assessnent cal cul ation. Estimated carcinogenic risks for
wor kers exceeded 1x10-4 only for surface soil pathways (i.e., incidental ingestion and dernal
contact). Surface soil is defined as the top 1 foot of soil. The chemcal contributing the
nost to estimated risks fromexposure to chemicals in surface soil was toxaphene (estinated

ri sks were about one order of nmgnitude greater than for any other chemcal).

Under a future residential scenario, the only exposure pathways that resulted in estinated
excess cancer risks exceeding 1 x 10-4 were ingestion of and dernal contact with surface soi

and hypot hetical ingestion of groundwater. For noncarcinogeni c endpoi nts, these pathways
resulted in hazard indices greater than 10. As with the industrial scenario, the nost inportant
contributor to estimated cancer risks fromsurface soil was toxaphene. For noncarcinogenic
endpoints, the nost inportant contributor to estinmated risks fromsurface soil was DDT. For
groundwater, site-related chemcals contributing the nost to estimted cancer risks were the
., B-, and J-BHC isoners, while for noncarcinogenic endpoints, the site-related chenicals
contributing the nost to estimated risks were J-BHC and nethyl parat hi on

6.3 Summary of Exposure Assunptions

The Baseline Ri sk Assessnent utilized the followi ng exposure assunptions for the pathways
identified at the Site

Current Worker - The BRA assuned an on-site worker with 8 hours of exposure a day,
at 250 days per year, for 25 years. It assuned a 70 kg. adult that would
incidentally ingest 50 ng of soil per day. Skin on hands and forearns were al so
assuned to be exposed to on-site soil.



Current Visitor - The BRA assurmed a 9-18 year old visitor with an average body
wei ght of 50 kg. who is exposed 80 tines per years for 4 hours per visit for 10

years. Incidental ingestion was assunmed to be 100 ng of soil for each visit to the
Site. The skin on the head, hands, forearm and | ower |egs, were assuned to be
exposed to on-site soil. The exposure dose from sedi nent was assunmed to be

one-tenth of soil exposure

Future Resident - A 70 kg. adult was assuned for an on-site resident for 350 days
per year for 24 years. A so a 15 kg. third resident was assunmed to be exposed for
350 days per year for 6 years. The adult and child were assuned to i ngest 100 ng.
and 200 ng., respectively, of on-site soil per day of exposure.

The skin of the head, hands, forearns, and lower |legs of the child and adult future residents
were assuned to be exposed to on-site soil. The adult and child assumed to be ingest 2 liters
of and 1 liter of water per day, respectively, for the exposure frequency and duration stated
above. A resident was al so assunmed to shower daily with Site groundwater. The exposure to
sedi nent was assuned to be one-tenth that of soil exposure.

6.4 Summary of of Toxicity Val ues

The following is a sunmary of the carcinogeni c and noncarci nogenic toxicity values for
contam nants of concern at Marzone QOUL.



TABLE 5

CONTAM NANT

Atrazine
Arsenic
Benzene
"'.BHC

- BHC

*". thl or dane
J- ¢hl or dane
Chr omi um (M)
DDD

DDE

DDT

Dieldrin

Hept achl or Epoxi de
Hept achl or

Li ndane

PCB- 1260
Toxaphene

NA = Not Avail abl e

SLOPE FACTCOR
| NHALATI ON (my/ kg- day) - 1

(my/ kg-day) -1

CARCI NOGENI C TOXI I TY VALUE FOR CONTAM NANTS OF CONCERN

DERVAL
SLCPE FACTOR,
(nmg/ kg-day) -1

4. 44x10



TABLE 6

CONTAM NANT

Atrazine
Arsenic

*". thl or dane
J- ¢hl or dane
Chr omi um (M)
Copper

DDD

DDE

DDT

Dieldrin
Endosul fan |
Endosul fan 11
Endrin

Et hyl benzene

Hept achl or Epoxi de

Hept achl or
Li ndane

Met hyl Par at hi on

Xyl ene (m xed)
Zinc

NA = Not Avail abl e
Rf D = Reference Dose

| NHALATI ON Rf D
(my/ kg- day)

225§

5. 71x10-7

CEEE355%%

SEE5F5

NONCARCI NOGENI C TOXI G TY VALUES FOR CONTAM NANTS OF CONCERN

I NGESTI ON RfD DERVAL RfD

(mg/ kg- day)

WNNWOAPROOUUUNUUUWNOOgaOO

o o
o o
w o

x10-5
x10-5
005

o O

. 037

. 0x10-4
. 0x10-4
. 0x10-4
. 0x10-5
. 0x10-5
. 0x10-5
. 0003

1

. 3x10-5
. 00x10- 4
. 00x10- 4
. 5x10-4
. 00x10+0
.00x10-1

(mg/ kg- day)

0. 0025

0. 00006
3. 0x10-5
3. 0x10-5
0.001
0.0074

£ 3

. 00025

. 5x10-5
. 5x10-5
. 5x10-5
00015
08

. 50x10- 6
. 50x10- 4
. 5x10-4
. 25x10- 4

ORPrPRPRPNODOONNDNO

06



6.5 Ri sk Characterizati on/ Managenent

EPA consi ders individual excess cancer risks in the range of 1x10-4 to 1x10-6 as protective
however the 1x10-6 risk level is generally used as the point of departure for setting cleanup
level s at Superfund sites. The point of departure risk | evel of 1x10-6 expresses EPA's
preference for renedial actions that result in risks at the nore protective end of the risk
range

Potential concern for noncarcinogenic effects of a single contaminant in a single mediumis
expressed as the hazard quotient (HQ (or the ratio of the estinated intake derived fromthe
contam nant concentration in a given nediumto the contamnant's reference dose). A HQ which
exceeds one (1) indicates that the daily intake froma scenario exceeds the chemcal's reference
dose. By adding the HQ for all contami nants within a nediumor across all nedia to which a

gi ven popul ati on may reasonably be exposed, the Hazard Index (H) can be generated. The H
provides a useful reference point for gauging the potential significance of nmultiple contam nant
exposures within a single nediumor across nedia. An H which exceeds unity indicates that
there may be a concern for potential health effects resulting fromthe cumul ati ve exposure to
mul tiple contaminants within a single mediumor across nedia.

6.6 Environnental Risks

QU1 of the Marzone Site consists of the nmajor source areas near the nmain formulating area

Al t hough these source areas are upgradient fromQm Creek, all sedinents in QUL were bel ow

l evel s of concern. Renediation necessary for Gum Creek will be covered under OR of the Site
Any environnental risk issues related to Gum Creek will be addressed in a subsequent ROD.

6.7 O eanup Levels

Cleanup | evel s were established to ensure that any persons exposed in the future will not be
exposed to unsafe levels of site-related chemicals. Cdeanup levels are either the Federa

Maxi mum Contami nant Limt (MCL) or the risked-based concentration. EPA is requiring that
groundwat er be cleaned to a 1x10-6 risk level and soil be cleaned to a 1x10-6 or 1x10-5 risk

| evel for cancer-causing contam nants. A 1x10-5 cleanup will be required if the bioremediation
option is selected and 1x10-6 will be required for all other alternatives. Both will be cleaned
to an HQ of 1 for noncarcinogens. These levels are consistent with EPA requirenents for
determning cleanup levels within the 1x10-4 to 1x10-6 range and are protective of hunan health
and the environnent in a residential setting. EPA determ nes the anmbunt of cleanup necessary at
a site by establishing health-based cleanup | evel s when Federal or state standards have not been
set for contaminants in soil or for some groundwater contam nants. To determ ne these |levels
EPA quantifies risk posed by cancer causing contam nants and those known to cause other health
effects. This risk range of 1x10 to 1x10-6 neans that exposure to site-specific contam nants
as defined in the risk assessnment would result in an estimated increase individual chance of
devel opi ng cancer by one in 10,000 to one in 1,000,000. For non-cancer causing risks, EPA
conpares the highest dose known to be safe (or not to cause harnful effects) to the estinated
dose from exposure to levels found at the Site to deternmi ne the cleanup |evel

Usi ng MULTI MED, soil cleanup | evels were cal cul ated for each contam nant of concern for

di stances ranging fromO to 25 nmeters fromthe source area. A conparison of results indicated
that a distance of 10 neters downgradi ent fromthe source allowed attenuati on and degradation of
the contam nants and resulted in cleanup levels that are protective of ground water. The
cleanup | evel s obtained are feasible to inplenent. An exception to the 10 nmeter guideline was
made for atrazine. At 10 neters, the soil action level (SAL) for atrazine was bel ow t he
detection limt. It was appropriate to generate a cleanup goal 25 nmeters fromthe source area
The cl eanup goal remains protective of ground water and is feasible to inplenent.



The SALs cal cul ated using MILLTIMED for several of the contami nants were extrenely hi gh, nuch
hi gher than any concentrati on observed on-site. At a 10 neter distance fromthe source, the

SALs generated were:

Consti t uent SAL (ng/ kg)
"'-BHC 1.26 x 106
- BHC 6.16 x 108
DDT 3.48 x 1016
t oxaphene 1.59 x 1015

The val ues generated indicate that the concentrations present at the Site do not pose a risk for
these contam nants to leach fromsoil to ground water and are therefore protective of ground
water. Rather than assigning these high cleanup levels to the contam nants, SALs generated to
protect hunman health are the drivers for cleanup.

For MULTI MED nodel assunptions and i nput paraneters, see Appendix E of the Feasibility Study
Report, May 1994. deanup levels for subsurface soil were calculated and are represented in

Table 7

Cleanup levels for chemcals of concern for surface soil and groundwater are al so shown on Tabl e
7. A though these are not the only Site contam nants, EPA selected these as chenicals of
concern because of their toxicity, nobility, frequency of detection, and the concentrations
found on Site. Cdeanup levels will be reached for all contam nants of concern if net for these



TABLE 7: CLEANUP LEVELS FOR CHEM CALS OF CONCERN

SURFACE SO Lb SUB- GROUND
(ppm SURFACE VATER
H =1 Sd Le (ppm
CONSTI TUENT 1x10-5 1x10-6 (ppm
Atrazi ne 35.3 3.5 0. 150
"_BHC NA 0.12 1. 142 0. 00003
3- BHC 0. 547 0. 0001
DDD 32.4 3.2 0. 00077
DDE NA 2.28
DDT 22.9 2.29 0. 00054
Dieldrin 0.49 0. 049
Endosul fan 11 2.6 2.6
Et hyl benzene 57.3 0.7d
Hept at hl or NA 0. 085
Epoxi de
Li ndane 4. 630 0. 0002d
Met hyl Par at hi on 4,55 0. 0039
Toxaphene 7.1 0.7
Xyl ene 213 10d

Bl ank spaces indicate no cleanup | evel set because the chemical is not a COC for the nedium
Surface soil cleanup |levels are based on future residential |land use. deanup levels are
based on a cancer risk of 1x10-6, 1x10-5 or a hazard index of 1.0. Surface soil refers to
the top foot of soil.

Subsurface soil cleanup |evels were cal cul ated using the MULTMED nodel .

groundwat er cl eanup | evel based on MCL or safe drinking water |evel.



7.0 DESCRI PTI ON CF ALTERNATI VES

Nine alternatives are presented in this Record of Decision (ROD) for the renediation of
contam nated groundwater and soil in QUl. These alternatives are discussed in detail in the
final Feasibility Study (FS) and caveat dated July 11, 1994.

TABLE 8: SUMVARY OF CLEANUP ALTERNATI VES

Alternative No. 1 No action for G oundwater
Alternative No. 2 Institutional Controls for
G oundwat er
For G oundwat er

Alternative No. 3 Groundwat er extracti on and
carbon adsorption and
conbi nati ons of the above
Alternative No. 4 No Action for Soil
Alternative No. 5 Institutional Action for Soil
Alternative No. 6 Excavation and | andfill
di sposal
Alternative No. 7 For Surface and Bi or enedi ation by |and
Subsur face Soi l farm ng/ conposti ng
Alternative No. 8 Low t enper at ure thernal
desorption and conbi nati ons
of the above
Alternative No. 9 Chemical xidation

GROUNDWATER
7.1 ALTERNATIVE NO. 1 - No Action for G oundwater

The no action alternative for groundwater provi des a baseline for conparing other alternatives.
Under this alternative, no further action would be taken at QUL of the Site to renove or control
groundwat er contam nation. QU1 of the Site would be nonitored using existing wells to determ ne
if any mgration occurred. This alternative relies on the natural process of dispersion,
attenuation, and degradation for reducti on of pesticide concentrations.

Al though no renedial action is to be taken for the no action alternative, groundwater sanples
must be collected sem annually. No drilling cost would be expended, since four selected
existing nmonitoring wells would be used to collect the groundwater sanples. O8M costs include
coll ecting sanples, |laboratory analysis, and the an assessnent every 5 years. The present worth
cost of the no action alternative is $425,000. See table 10 for cost conpari son.

7.2 ALTERNATIVE NO 2 - Institutional Controls and Mnitoring for G oundwater

This alternative includes the inplenmentation of institutional controls and the initiation of a

| ong-term groundwat er nmonitoring program This alternative relies on natural degradation to
provide the reduction in pesticide concentrations. Institutional controls will ensure that the
shal | ow groundwat er zone will not be used in the future, thereby naintaining the current |ack of
exposure to, and risks from chemcals in groundwater.



The institutional controls to restrict access to contam nated groundwater may include deed
restrictions for QUL of the Site. They could include but not be limted to zoning ordi nances
that prohibit use of groundwater in these areas. In addition, the alternative would include the
construction of a security fence to ensure restricted access to the Site

This alternative also includes a long-termnonitoring programto nonitor pesticide constituents
in the groundwater beneath and downgradi ent of the Site. Approxinately two additional wells will
be constructed to act as groundwater nonitoring |locations downgradient fromthe Site. The
groundwat er nonitoring program consists of sanpling the new wells and four existing wells
semannually for a period of 5 years. |If after the period of 5 years data indicate stable or
non-det ect pesticide concentrations, the nmonitoring schedule will be changed to a yearly event.

Al though no active renediation is to be undertaken during the institutional controls and
nmonitoring alternative, the Site nust be secured and groundwater sanples collected sem annually.
Capital costs include | abor/expenses for obtaining a deed restriction, site fencing, and
installation of approximately two wells. Q&M costs consist of collecting sanples, |aboratory
anal ysis, and assessnent every 5 years. The present worth cost of the institutional controls
and nonitoring alternative is $775,000. See table 10 for cost conparison

7.3 ALTERNATIVE NO 3 - G oundwater Punp and Treat

This alternative consists of extracting the contam nated groundwater in the surficial aquifer
within QUL and treating it on-site through a filtration system and enhancenent through the use
of an infiltration gallery. The used carbon filters would be taken off-site for recharge and
reuse of off-site disposal to an approved incinerator. Approxinately 2 groundwater recovery
wells would be installed in the area of the | oading dock with possibly another 2 installed in
the area of the rinsate pond. The contaninated water woul d be punped to an on-site water
treatnent system treated and passed through an infiltration gallery to enhance the novenent

of contam nants through the aquifer. This alternative would also includes fencing to prevent
Site access to the public and periodic groundwater nmonitoring to track changes in the |evel and
extent of contamination. The ngjor conponents of this alternative would consist of:

. The inplenmentation of institutional controls described in Alterative No. 2.

. The design and construction of groundwater extraction wells.

. The installation of a security fence around the on-site treatnent unit.

. The design and installation of a groundwater filtration system a on-site treatnent
system and a retention and recycling systemincluding an infiltration gallery.

. The start-up and operation of this system

. Transportati on, regeneration, recycling, and disposal of the spent filters.

. Qperation of a long-termgroundwater nonitoring program

The approxi nate vol une of groundwater requiring renediation is estimated to be 300,000 gal |l ons
Cleanup levels for groundwater are set out in Table 7 based upon the results of the BRA. It is
estimated that it will take 7-41 years to reach cleanup levels. The present worth cost of the
alternative would be $3.4 mllion. See table 10 for cost conparison

SO L

7.4 ALTERNATIVE NO 4 - No Action for Soi

The no action alternative for soil provides a baseline for conparing other alternatives. Surface
soil would still pose human health risks fromdirect exposure to the contam nated soil. The

subsurface soil contam nant, would pose a threat to groundwater. This alternative will include
sone periodic, nonitoring of the soil to determne if changes in extent or concentration occurs.



Since there is no active renedi ation, no capital costs will be required for this alternative.

It will be necessary to sanple these soil annually and prepare an assessment every 5 years. O&M
costs consist of collecting approxinately eight soil sanples yearly plus | aboratory anal ysis and
reporting. The present worth cost of the no action alternative is $425,000. See Table 10 for
cost conparison

7.5 ALTERNATIVE NO 5 - Institutional Controls and Monitoring for Soi

This alternative is simlar to Alternative No. 4 except that deed restrictions as well as
physical barriers would be used to restrict access to the Site. Deed restrictions could include
zoni ng ordi nances that prohibit construction on, or use of, the Site during the time that the
soi|l remains contam nated above cleanup |evels. Physical barriers would include fencing

warni ng signs, etc. to prevent access to and use of the Site.

Securing of the Site and deed restriction costs have been included in the capital costs. It will
al so be necessary to sanple these soil annually and prepare an assessment every 5 years, as with
Alternative No. 4. Verification of controls will also be required. The present worth cost of
this alternative is $675,000. See Table 10 for cost conparison

7.6 ALTERNATIVE NO. 6 - Excavation and Landfill D sposa

This alternative is for excavation of contam nated soil, off-site disposal at a permtted
landfill, and backfill with clean fill. It is estimated that 12,000 cubic yards of soil will be
renmoved to cleanup levels. This alternative also includes the denolition and renoval of sone
Site structures to provide better access to the contaminated soil. It is a viable alternative
for contam nated soil that do not contain a |isted hazardous waste or exhibit a hazardous waste
characteristic. It would need to be coupled with a treatnent alternative for soil that exhibit
a hazardous waste characteristic or contain a |listed hazardous waste.

The cost has been cal cul ated based on the estinmated volunme for renoval, disposal, and

repl acenent of 12,000 cubic yards with no treatnent technology required for the soil (all soi
are assuned to be nonhazardous). The excavation, stockpiling, |oading, and disposal have a
capital cost of $3.0 mllion which also represents the present net worth. This includes the
cost for fencing and initial Site clearance/building denolition. See Table 10 for cost
conpari son.

7.7 ALTERNATIVE NO. 7 - Biorenedi ation by Land Farm ng/ Conposti ng
This renedial alternative incorporates two separate biological processes operating concurrently

bi of armi ng through crop cultivation, followed by conmposting. These processes are preceded by
prelimnary site preparation consisting of renoval of existing structures, and identification

renmoval , and di sposal of biocidal pesticide areas by excavation and |landfill disposal. Biocida
pesticide areas are those hot spot areas that have concentrations of pesticides above which
bi orenedi ation is unsuccessful. This alternative assunes 3,500 cubi c yards of biocidal soi

will be excavated

The croppi ng operati on woul d use local crops (e.g.,peanuts), which have a high lipid content and
so will accumul ate hi gher pesticide residues. The harvested peanuts woul d be conposted to
enhance further degradation of residual pesticides. Initially, the harvested agricultura
materials from QUL of the Marzone Site would be milled with the crop residue to reduce the
particle size for conpost processing. The conposting operation woul d be seeded with materials
froman existing cellul ose conpost operation, thus introducing nmaterial with an established

m crobial population. MIlled naterial would be mxed with this established conposted nateri al
and any contam nated solid associated with the croppi ng operation woul d be added to the m xture
The m xture woul d be conposted in static piles over a nmanifold of forced aerators, and a



| eachate collection/recycling systemwould be installed. Aeration will allow for control of
aerobic conditions and will prevent odor problens in the process. Once the conpost has natured
it will be re-applied to the cropping area to provide nutrient to the soil, which will enhance
the growth of crops and mcroorgani sns. The bi of arm ng/ conpost cycle will be repeated unti
pesticide concentrations reach target levels. The cleanup levels for this alternative are based
upon a 1x10-5 risk-based |l evel (Table 7).

In devel oping this remedi ati on schene, treatability testing and pilot-scale studies would
initially be conducted to assess full-scale application and identify basic operating conditions.
These studies woul d take approxinmately 1 year to conplete

Based on an assunption of three cropping/conposting cycles per year, initial cost plus O8M costs
for a 5-year treatnment period are estinmated at $2.7 nmillion present worth. This estinate
includes $1.2 nillion for renoval of biocidal areas and periodic soil sanpling to nonitor the
alternative effectiveness. See Table 10 for cost conparison

7.8 ALTERNATIVE NO 8 - Low Tenperature Thernmal Desorption

On-site low tenperature thermal desorption is a relatively recent technol ogy which has gai ned
acceptance as an alterative to incineration. Mbile thermal treatment units have been shown to
renove pesticides and other contami nants fromsoil simlar to those at QUL of the Marzone Site

The process consists of a heated chanber with tenperatures of 700 to 900 degrees Fahrenheit.
Approxi mately 12,000 cubic yards of contam nated soil are excavated fromthe Site, broken up
preconditioned, and then fed into the chanber in a continuous operation. The pesticide
contami nants are driven off the soil by the heat and are captured in the next stage bag house
granul ar activated carbon (GAC), or other equivalent system GAC has been the nost effective
nmet hod of capturing the of f-gas from pesticide-contam nated soil. The treated, uncontam nated
soil is placed back at the Site and the GACis sent off-site to an authorized incinerator for
di sposal or for regeneration, if appropriate.

It is estimated that the total capital cost for the | ow tenperature thernal desorption
alternative, which is also the present net worth, is $4.8 mllion. These costs include

pl anni ng and design fees, as well as nobilization and inplenentation of the alternative. See
Tabl e 10 for cost conparison

7.9 ALTERNATIVE NO. 9 - Chem cal xidation

Chem cal oxidation is a technology that has its roots in sewage treatnent. |t has been adapted

for the treatment of pesticide contam nated soil, often using chemcals that are in ready supply
for the sewage treatnent industry. The treatment system conprises a batch process and invol ves

m xi ng the contam nated soil wth sodi umhypochlorite and water and stabilizing the mxture with
lime. Wen the batch is proved, by testing, to be below the required | evel of contam nants, it

is landfilled.



The maj or sequences of this alternative consist of:

1. Excavation of contam nated soil, with |loading and transporting to a pernitted
Treatnent, Storage, or Disposal (TSD) facility.

2. Treatnment of the contaminated soil at the TSD facility treatnent plant in batches

3. 200 cubic yards of contaminated soil is placed in a waste hol di ng tank

4. Sodi um hypochlorite in a liquid mxture with water is introduced into the tank and is
m xed with the soil to start the oxidation process.

5. Line is made into a slurry mxture with water in a pugmll and conveyed to the

hol di ng t ank
6. The linme slurry and soil are mixed in the holding tank until the reaction is conplete
7. The treated soil is tested by the toxic characteristic |eaching procedure (TCLP) and
transported to an appropriate landfill, contingent on their Land D sposal Restriction

(LDR) status.
8. The batch process is repeated until all the soil have been treated

The estimated costs, including engineering, testing, supervision, and contingency, are $540 a
cubic yard for excavation, chem cal oxidation, and landfilling. It is estimated that one-third
of the total soil (4,000 cubic yards) will require treatnment. The remaining soil wll be
directly landfilled at $160 per ton. Therefore, the capital and present worth costs woul d be
$4.1 mllion. There is no annual or maintenance cost. See Table 10 for cost conparison

8.0 SUMVARY CF THE COVPARATI VE ANALYSI S COF ALTERNATI VES

This section of the ROD provides the basis for determ ning which alternative provides the best
bal ance with respect to the statutory balancing criteria in Section 121 of CERCLA and in Section
300.430 of the NCP. See Table 13-15 for a list of potential ARARs and TBCs. The NCP
categorizes the nine evaluation criteria into three groups:

1. THRESHOLD CRI TERI A - overall protection of hunman health and the environnent and
conpliance with ARARs (or invoking a waiver) are threshold criteria to be eligible
for selection;

2. PRI MARY BALANCI NG CRITTRI A - long-term effectiveness and permanence; reduction of
toxicity, nobility, or volume; short-termeffectiveness; inplenmentability, and cost
are primary bal ancing factors used to wei gh major trade-offs anong alternative
hazar dous waste managenent strategies; and

3. MODI FYI NG CRITERIA - state and comunity acceptance are nodifying criteria that are
formal ly taken into account after public comrent is received on the proposed plan and
incorporated in the ROD.

The sel ected alternative nmust neet the threshold criteria and conply with all ARARs or be
granted a wai ver for conpliance with ARARs. Any alternative that does not satisfy both of these
requirenents is not eligible for selection. The Primary Balancing Criteria are the technical
criteria upon which the detailed analysis is prinmarily based. The final two criteria known as
Modi fying Oriteria, assesses the public's and the state agency's acceptance of the criteria.

EPA nmay nodify aspects of a specific alternative based upon this criteria

The following analysis is a sunmary of the evaluation of alternatives for renediating QUL of the
Mar zone, Inc./Chevron Chemical Site under each of the criteria. A conparison is made between
each of the alternatives for achievenent of a specific criterion



TABLE 9: COVPARI SON OF THRESHOLD AND BALANCI NG CRI TERI A

Alternate No. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Qverall Protection of Human N Y Y N Y Y Y Y Y
Heal th and the Environnent

Conpl i ance Wth ARARs N N Y N N Y Y Y Y
Long- Term Ef f ecti veness and N N Y N N N Y Y N
Per manence

Reduction in Toxicity, Mbility, and N N Y N N Y Y Y Y
Vol ume Through Treat nent

Short-Term Effecti veness N N N N N Y N Y Y
I npl ementability Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Cost Effectiveness Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

THRESHOLD CRI TERI A
GROUNDWATER
8.1 Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environnent

The no action alternative does not provide adequate protection of human health or the
environnent if the groundwater were to be used as drinking water in the future. The
institutional controls alternative provides protection by restricting future use. Only the punp
and treat option provi des adequate protection, and woul d use active neasures to reduce

contam nation and reduce the future threat to human health and the environnent and nore quickly
renmedi ate to cl eanup | evels.

8.2 Conpliance with ARARs

Key ARARs:
40 CFR Part 141, National Primary Drinking Water Regul ati ons
40 CFR Part 143, National Secondary Drinking Water Regul ations.
Georgia Drinking Water Regul ati ons, Chapter 391-3-5.

GaEPD has classified the surficial aquifer as a potential drinking water source. Based upon
this the no action and institutional controls alternatives do not neet the Federal and state
ARARs for drinking water standards. These standards are MCLs, non-zero MCL goals, or risk-based
concentrations safe for drinking water. The punp and treat alternative is the only alternative
that will neet these standards.

PRI MARY BALANCI NG CRI TERI A
8.3 Long-Term Ef fecti veness and Per nanence

Unsaturated and saturated zone nodels were used to estimate how long it would take to reach

ri sk-based concentrations or MCLs at the point of conpliance if the no action or institutional
alternatives were selected. The results indicate that it would take rmuch | onger than 30 years
for ""-BHC, B-BHC, |indane, nethyl parathion, xylene, ethylbenzene, toxaphene, DDT, and atrazine
to reach their cleanup levels in groundwater. Aternative 3 will neet cleanup |evels by
providing a capture zone that will reduce mgration of contam nants, extract and treat



cont am nat ed groundwat er and be enhanced by natural attenuation; resulting in |less than 30 year
tineframe to neet cleanup |evels.

8.4 Reduction in Toxicity Mbility and Vol une Through Treat nment

The no action and institutional controls alternatives would not provide for a reduction in
toxicity, mobility and vol une through treatnent since they are not treatnent options. Only the
punp and treat alternative would provide reduction in toxicity, nobility, and vol une of

contam nated groundwater to cleanup | evels through treatnent.

8.5 Short-Term Effectiveness

Al systens would be ineffective in nmeeting cleanup levels in the near future. The no action
and institutional control alternatives would have the | east i mediate harnful effect on human
health or the environment, but they would also provide | ess protection in the short term The
punp and treat alternative would slightly increase the risk of exposure by punping and handling
of contam nated groundwater. Those risks would be reduced to safe |evels by using proper safety
neasur es.

8.6 Inplenmentability

The no action alternative is the easiest to inplenment because there is little to inplenent.
Imposing institutional controls will require legal actions. The groundwater punp and treat
systemw || require adjustnents, naintenance, sanpling, and periodic replacenent. The
groundwat er punp and treat systemwill require testing to determne the best design to renediate
t he groundwat er

8.7 Cost Effectiveness

The groundwater punp and treat systemcosts nore than both the no action and institutiona
controls alternatives (Table 10), but is the only groundwater renedy that neets the threshold
criteria for protection for protection of hunman health and the environnent and conpliance with
ARARs. Therefore the higher cost is justifiable and cost effective.

M2DI FYI NG CRI TERI A

8.8 State Acceptance

EPA has consulted with the Georgia Environnental Protection Division (GaEPD) and received a
letter dated Septenber 30,1994, indicating State concurrence on the remedy selection in this
ROD, but deferring concurrence on the performance standards in |light of the newy pronul gated
rul es of the Georgia Hazardous Site Response Act. The letter is attached as Appendix B of this
ROD.

8.9 Community Acceptance

EPA has determ ned comunity acceptance of the preferred alternative after considering comrents
recei ved during the public comment process associated with the Proposed Plan. A Responsiveness
Summary has been included as an attachment to this Record of Decision (ROD) in Appendix A
expl ai ning how the comrents were addressed

Sa L

THRESHOLD CRI TERI A



8.10 Overall Protection of Human Heal th and the Environnent

Cont ami nati on which could pose a threat to hunan health and the environnent is present in the
surface and subsurface soil at QUL of the Site. Surface soil pose a risk fromdirect exposure
Subsurface soil pose a risk to the groundwater. The no action alternative does not provide
adequate protection fromthese risks. The institutional controls alternative limts direct

exposure risk by limting access and | and use but does not renediate the soil. The chem ca

oxi dation landfill disposal, biorenediation and thernal desorption alternatives provi de adequate
protection through renediation. The chem cal oxidation, landfill disposal and thernal
desorption alternatives neet a 1x10-6 risk cleanup level for surface soil, while biorenediation

provides a 1x10-5 risk level for surface soil

8.11 Conpliance with ARARs

Key ARARs:
40 CFR Part 261, ldentification and Listing of Hazardous Waste.
40 CFR Part 264, Standards for Omers and Operators of Hazardous Waste
Treatnent, Storage, and Disposal Facilities
40 CFR Part 268, Land Disposal Restrictions.
The landfilling, |ow tenperature thernal desorption, chem cal oxidation, and bi orenedi ati on
alternatives will conply with the ARARs for soil, but the no action and institutional controls

alternatives will not. The biofarmng alternative will reduce the chem cal concentrations to a
1x10-5 risk level in about 5 to 7 years. The excavation and di sposal, and chem cal oxidation
alternatives will nmeet a 1X10-6 level for surface soil remediation within the shortest tine
period (within 4 to 6 nonths). Thernmal desorption will take about 1 year.

PRI MARY BALANCI NG CRI TERI A
8.12 Long-Term Ef fecti veness and Per nanence

Landfilling, thernmal desorption, and chem cal oxidation reduce the residual risk to 1x10-6 for
residential property use and will reduce levels to elimnate | eaching to groundwater.

Bi or erredi ati on achieves a 1x10-5 risk level for industrial use. Thernal desorption and

bi orenedi ation are the only alternatives presented that |ead to a pernanent solution at the
Site.

8.13 Reduction in Toxicity, Mbility, and Vol unme Through Treat nent

The bi orenedi ation and | ow tenperature thernal desorption alternatives will reduce the toxicity,
nmobility, and volume by on-site treatnment. The excavation and landfill disposal alternatives do
not provide treatnent of soil. Chenmical oxidation is a treatnment option that will reduce the
toxicity and nobility of chemcals in approxi mately one-third of the soil but not down to the
cleanup levels. The no action and institutional controls alternatives do not reduce toxicity
and volune and are not treatnent technol ogi es

8. 14 Short-Term Ef fecti veness

The no action and institutional controls alternatives do not provide short-termeffectiveness

O the four action alternatives, the excavation, chem cal oxidation, and disposal process is a 4
to 6 nonth operation after beginning on-site remediation work, and threat to workers and the
community can be readily controlled by using appropriate construction techniques. The thernal
desorption alternative takes over 1 year after nobilization, permtting, and start-up, and the
protection of workers and the comunity is a slightly greater risk. Biofarmng will require 5



to 7 years to achieve cleanup levels and will require dust and run-off controls.
8.15 Inplenentability

The no action alternative is easily inplenented since no action is necessary. The institutiona
controls, excavation and disposal, and chem cal oxidation alternatives are nore difficult but
still somewhat easy to inplenment. The latter two use standard equi pnent and wel |l proven
technology. Institutional controls will require sone admnistrative and | egal actions. Low
tenperature thernmal desorption and biorenediation are potentially nmore difficult to inplenent
because they are nore sensitive technol ogies and are subject to of the variation in the soi
quality

8.16 Cost Effectiveness

The action renedies for soil are nore costly than both the no action and institutional controls,
but they meet the threshold criteria, while no action and institutional controls do not.

Bi orenmedi ation is less costly than excavation and | andfill disposal, |ow tenperature desorption
and chem cal oxidation; thus naking it cost effective. Biorenediation is also a treatnent
technology and will attain a pernanent renedy. Low tenperature thernal desorption is the nost
expensive remedy but is a proven technology that will result in a permanent renedy and therefore
is cost effective.

MODI FYI NG CRI TERI A
8. 17 State Acceptance

EPA has consulted with the Georgia Environnental Protection Division (GaEPD) and received a
letter dated Septenber 30, 1994, indicating State concurrence on the renedy selection in this
ROD, but deferring concurrence on the perfornmance standards in |light of the newy pronul gated
rul es of the Georgia Hazardous Site Response Act. The letter is attached as Appendix B of this
RCD.

8.18 Comunity Acceptance

After considering comments received during the public coment process associated with the
Proposed Pl an, EPA has refined the soil renmedy to | ow tenperature thernal desorption. The
community did not prefer EPA s proposed biorenediation renmedy for soil cleanup. In general, the
comrentors felt the biorenediati on remedy was too experinental, would not renmedi ate the soil

and they preferred a renedy that was known to effectively treat the contam nated contam nation
They al so preferred a renedy that would be inplenmented in a relatively short tine franme and one
that woul d expose the community to the least risk. During the public neeting the inpression was
that the commentors preferred the contingent renmedy of |ow tenperature thermal desorption over

bi orenedi ati on. A Responsi veness Summary has been included as an attachnent to this Record of
Deci sion (ROD) in Appendi x A expl ai ning how public conrents were addressed.



TABLE 10:

Action

No Action for G oundwater

Institutional Controls for

G oundwat er

G oundwat er Extraction

No Action for Soil

Institutional Control for Soil

Excavati on and Landfill D sposal

Bi or enedi ati on

Low Tenper at ure Ther nal

Desorption

Chem cal Oxidation

COST ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES

Cost, $

Capitol =0
&M = 37,500
PW = 425, 000
Capitol = 37,000
&M = 65, 000
PW= 775, 000
Capi tol = 540, 000
&M = 285, 500
PW = 3, 400, 000
Capitol =0
&M = 37,500
PW = 425, 000
Capitol = 73,000
&M = 52, 500
PW = 675, 000
Capi tol = 3,000, 000
oM =0
PW = 3, 000, 000
Capi tol = 2,000, 000
&M = 700, 000
PW 2, 700, 000

Capi tol = 4,800, 000
oM =0
PW = 4, 800, 000
Capi tol = 4,100, 000
oM =0
PW = 4,100, 000



9.0 SUMWARY OF SELECTED REMEDY

Based upon the requirenents of CERCLA, the NCP, EPA Policy, and the detail ed anal ysis of
alternatives presented in the Feasibility Study, EPA has selected a renedy for Qperable Unit 1
at the Marzone Site. The remedy addresses renedi ati on of contam nated groundwater and soil.

9.1 G oundwat er Renedy

For the contam nated groundwater on-site, the selected renedy is Goundwater Punp and Treat with
enhancenent through use of an infiltration gallery. This remedy will consist of extracting the
contam nated groundwater fromthe surficial aquifer, treating it on-site through a carbon
filtration systemand passing it back into the aquifer through an infiltration gallery. The
used carbon filters will be taken off-site for recharge and reuse. It is anticipated that
approxi mately 2 groundwater recovery wells will be installed in the area of the |oading dock
with possibly about another two installed within the contam nated aquifer near the area of the
rinsate pond. The nunber of wells and their specific location will be optimzed to extract al
contam nants of concern for treatnent down to the performance standard. Location, sizing, and
punping rates for wells will be determ ned by evaluating the results of a punping test that will
be conducted as part of the renedial design phase. Contam nated groundwater will be punped to
the water treatnent system treated, and passed through an infiltration gallery. Since the
underlying aquifer is relatively slow noving, an infiltration gallery will be utilized to help
enhance novenent of contam nated groundwater toward the extraction wells. Punping and treating
the groundwater will continue until the perfornmance standards on Table 11 of this ROD are
achieved this is estimated to take 7-41 years to cl eanup the contam nated groundwater at QUL.

This renmedy al so includes fencing to prevent Site access to the public, and periodi c groundwater
nmonitoring to track changes in the level and extent of contam nation. The najor conponents
consi st of:

. The inplenmentation of institutional controls.

. The inplementation of a punping test, to aid in determning specific design criteria
for the extraction and nonitoring system

. The design and construction of groundwater extraction and nonitoring wells.

. The installation of a security fence around the on-site treatnent unit.

. The design and installation of a groundwater punping and nmonitoring system a
groundwater filtration system a treatnment system and an infiltration gallery.

. The start-up and operation of this system

. The transportation, regeneration, recycling, and/or disposal of the spent filters.

. The operati on and nai ntenance of a | ong-term groundwat er nonitoring program

Includes quarterly nonitoring of paraneters in extraction wells and specified
nmoni toring wells.

The groundwater renedy for Qperable Unit #1 of the Marzone Site is consistent with the

requi renents of Section 121 of CERCLA and the National Contingency Plan. The renedy will reduce
the nobility, toxicity, and volune of contam nated groundwater at the Site. In addition, the
remedy is protective of hunman health and the environnent, will attain all Federal and State
applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents, is cost-effective, and utilizes pernmanent
solutions to the maxi numextent practicable. The renedy for QUL is consistent with previous and
projected renedial actions at the Site. Based on the infornmation available at this time, the
sel ected renedy represents the best bal ance anbng the criteria used to eval uate renedi es.

9.1.1 Perfornmance Standards for G oundwater



G oundwat er shall be extracted fromthe surficial aquifer at a rate to be determ ned through the
results of an EPA established or approved punping test and shall be treated until the follow ng
perfornmance standards set out in Table 11 are achieved at wells that were | ocated and/or

desi gnated by EPA in the RD phase

TABLE 11: PERFORVANCE STANDARDS FOR GROUNDWATER

Consti t uent Concentration (ppnm
"'-BHC 0. 00003
13- BHC 0. 0001
DDD 0. 00077
DDT 0. 00054
Et hyl benzene 0.7
Li ndane 0. 0002
Met hyl Par at hi on 0. 0039
Xyl ene 10.0

9.1.2 Infiltration Standards

Treated groundwater that will be passed through the infiltration gallery shall conply with al
ARARs and TBCs. GEPD s classification of this aquifer as a potential drinking water source
yields a requirenment for all groundwater that passes through the infiltration gallery to neet
MCLs or the risk-based cleanup levels for those chemcals w thout MCLs. Periodic sanpling of
such groundwater is required prior to passage through the infiltration gallery to verify that
the groundwater infiltration standards are being nmet. A schedule of conpliance appropriate for
the purpose of this nonitoring shall be included as part of the renedial design phase. Al
treated water that will be passed through the infiltration gallery nust meet the perfornmance
standards set out in Table 11

9.1.3 Design Criteria for G oundwater

The design, construction, and operation of the groundwater treatnent systemshall be conducted
in accordance with all ARARs, including but not limted to the RCRA requirenents set forth in 40
CF.R Part 264 (Subpart F). Al design specifications will be devel oped through the renedia
desi gn process so as to achieve the performance standards set out in Table 11

9.1.4 Conpliance Muitoring for G oundwater

G oundwat er nmonitoring shall be conducted at this Site. After denonstration of conpliance with
the performance standards set out above, the Site groundwater shall be nonitored for no |ess
than five years. |If nonitoring indicates that the performance standards set forth in Table 11
are being exceeded at any tinme after punping has been discontinued, extraction and treatnent of
the groundwater will recomence until the performance standards are once agai n achi eved and
conpliance nonitoring thereafter re-established. At that tinme, the effectiveness of the source
control conponent may be re-evaluated by EPA. A schedul e of conpliance for a groundwater
nmonitoring plan that verifies conpliance with the performance standards shall be included as
part of the renedial design phase

9.1.5 Cost

Capitol cost for the groundwater renedy is $540, 000 which includes enpl acement of institutiona
controls, installation of extraction wells, treatnment plant, and the infiltration gallery with



an O&M of $285,500 for nonitoring continued operation. The estinated present worth of the
remedy is $3.4 nmillion.

9.2 Soil Remedy

For the soil nedium the selected renedy is Low Tenperature Thernal Desorption. This remedy
includes the utilization of a nobile thermal treatnent unit to renove Site contam nants from
soil at QUL of the Marzone Site.

The remedy will entail the use of a nobile |ow tenperature thernmal desorption unit that consists
of a heated chanber with tenperatures of 700 to 900 degrees Fahrerheit. Approximately 12, 000
cubi ¢ yards of surface and subsurface contam nated soil will be excavated fromthe Site, broken
up, preconditioned, and then fed into the chanber in a continuous operation. The thernal
desorption unit will drive off pesticide contamnants fromthe soil that will be captured in the
next stage bag house, GAC, or other equivalent system Both surface and subsurface soil will be
treated to the perfornmance standards set out on Table 12 of this ROD. The treated,

decontam nated soil, will be placed back at the Site. In order to facilitate this remedy

expedi ously and effectively, QU1 of the Marzone Site is designated as a Corrective Action
Managenent Unit (CAMJ) and an Area of Contam nation (ACC) for purposes of this ROD. Al waste
managed within the CAMJY ACC nust conply with the requirenments set out in this ROD for soil

remedi ation. QUL, and the designated CAMJ ACC, consists of the contam nation on the 1.68-acre
former Marzone pesticide fornmulating area, part of the Slack property, railroad drai nage ditch
area past the southwest corner of the horse pasture, contam nated groundwater related to the
Site (see Figure 2) and all suitable areas in close proximty to the contam nati on necessary for
inplenentation of the renedy selected in this ROD. Since soil contamnation at QUL will be

cl eaned down to the risk-based performance standards, no closure standards apply for this

CAMJ ACC.

Maj or conponents of the soil renedy include:

. The excavation of all soil contami nation at QU1 above the performance standards.
. The staging and preconditioning of soil for entry into the thermal desorption unit.
. The feeding of contam nated soil into the heated chanber for treatnent.
. The processing of contam nated soil through the thernal desorption unit including
the bag house, GAC, or other equival ent system
. The pl acement of treated, decontam nated soil back to the Site.
. The periodic soil sanpling during treatnment t to verify effectiveness of the renedy.
. Air nmonitoring to ensure safety of nearby residents and workers.
. Denobi | i zati on and renoval of the thernal desorption unit after conpletion of the
r ermredy.

The soil renedy for Qperable Unit #1 of the Marzone Site is consistent with the requirenments of
Section 121 of CERCLA and the National Contingency Plan. The renedy will reduce the nobility,
toxicity, and volune of contaminated soil at the Site. |In addition, the renedy is protective of
human health and the environnent, will attain all Federal and State applicable or relevant and
appropriate requirenments, is cost-effective, and utilizes permanent solutions to the nmaxi mum
extent practicable. The renedy for QUL is consistent with previous and projected renedial
actions at the Site. Based on the infornation available at this tine, the selected alternative
represent the best bal ance anbng the criteria used to eval uate renedi es.

9.2.1 Performance Standards for Soil

For the |ow tenperature thernal desorption renedy, the performance standards for surficial soil
is based upon a 1x10-6 risk level for a cleanup associated with future residential |and use.



For subsurface soil the cleanup |evel was cal cul ated using the MJULTI MED gr oundwat er nodel
Performance standards are set out in Table 12.

Excavation of soils within the confines of QUL and which are contam nated above the perfornmance
standard shall continue until the renmining soil achieves the perfornmance standards set out in
Table 12. Al excavation shall conply with ARARs, OSHA, and state standards. Pertinent testing
nmet hods will be selected or approved by EPA and used to deternine whether the perfornmance

st andards have been achi eved.

Al excavated soil shall be treated by neans of a nobile | ow tenperature thernal desorption unit
to the perfornmance standards set out in Table 12. Al treatnent shall conply with ARARs, OSHA,
and state standards. Treated soil will be used to backfill the Site if it achieves the
perfornmance standards, otherwise it will be again treated by the thermal desorption unit until
perfornmance standards are achi eved.



TABLE 12: PERFORVANCE STANDARDS FCR SO L

SURFACE SO Lb SUBSURFACE

(ppm SA Le
CONSTI TUENT H =1, 1x10-6 (ppm
Atrazi ne 3.5 0. 150
"'.BHC 0.12 1. 142
3- BHC 0. 547
DDD 3.2
DDE 2.28
DDT 2.29
Dieldrin 0. 049
Endosul fan 11 2.6
Et hyl benzene 5.73
Hept achl or 0. 085
Epoxi de
Li ndane 0. 463
Met hyl Par at hi on 4,55
Toxaphene 0.7
Xyl ene 213

Bl ank spaces indicate no cleanup | evel set because the chemical is not a COC for the nedium
Surface soil cleanup |level are base on future residential |and use. Ceanup |evel are based
on a cancer risk of 1 x 10-6, or a hazard index of 1.0. Surface soil refers to the top foot
of soil.

Subsurface soil cleanup |evels were cal cul ated usi ng the MULLTI MED nodel .



9.2.2 Design Criteria for Soi

The design, construction, and operation of the | ow tenperature thermal desorption system shal
be conducted in accordance with all ARARs, including but not limted to the RCRA requirenents
set forthin 40 CF. R Part 264 (Subpart F). The thermal desorption unit shall consist of a
heat ed chanber, a bag house, GAC, afterburner, or equivalent system Al design specifications
wi Il be devel oped through the remedi al design process to neet the perfornmance standards set out
in Table 12.

9.2.3 Soil Testing
Soil testing shall be conducted on Site to determ ne the effectiveness of neeting the soi

perfornmance standards set out in Table 12. Performance will be net when the confirmatory
sanpling effort shows all sanples have been renediated to a | evel at or bel ow the perfornmance

standard. Confirmatory sanpling will include testing of both the decontam nated soil exiting
the thernmal desorption unit and any soil left in place. All such soil shall neet the perfornance
st andar d.

9.2.4 Cost

For low tenperature thermal desorption, it is estimated that the cost and present worth of the
remedy is $4.8 nillion. These costs include planning and design fees, as well as nobilization
and inplenentation. The capital cost is $4.8 nillion; there are no O%M costs associated with

this remedy.

The total cost of the groundwater and soil remedy for QU1 of the Marzone Site is $8.2 mllion
Thi s includes groundwater punp and treat and soil renediation through | ow tenperature thernal
desor pti on.

10. 0 STATUTCRY DETERM NATI ONS

Under its legal authorities, EPA's prinmary responsibility at Superfund sites is to undertake
renmedi al actions that achi eve adequate protection of hunan health and the environnent. In

addi tion, Section 121 of CERCLA establishes several other statutory requirenents and
preferences. These specify that, when conplete, the selected renedial action for this Site nust
conmply with applicable or rel evant and appropriate environnental standards as established under
Federal and State environmental |laws unless a statutory waiver is justified. The selected
remedy al so nmust be cost effective and utilize permanent solutions and alternative treatnent

t echnol ogi es or resource recovery technol ogies to the maxi mumextent practicable. Finally, the
statute includes a preference for renedies that enploy treatnent that pernmanently and
significantly reduce the volume, toxicity, or nobility of hazardous wastes as their principa
element. The follow ng sections discuss how the sel ected renmedy neets these statutory

requi renents.



TABLE 13: FEDERAL ARARs FOR MRRZONE SI TE QU1

CLEAN WATER ACT - 33 U S.C. 8§ 1251-1376

R&A

R&A

R &A

R&A

Cl TATI ONS

40 CFR Part 131
Anbi ent Water Quality Criteria
Requi renent s

40 CFR Part 141
National Primary Drinking Water
Regul ati ons

40 CFK Part 142
National Primary Drinking \Water
Regul ati ons | npl ement ati on

40 CFR Part 143
Nat i onal Secondary Drinki ng Water
Regul ati ons

40 CFR Part 144
Under ground | nj ection Control

Chemical Specific
for groundwat er

Cheni cal Specific
for groundwat er

Chemi cal Specific
for groundwater

Cheni cal Specific
for groundwat er

Action Specific for
gr oundwat er

COMMVENTS

Provi des for the establishnent of
water quality based on toxicity to
aquatic organi sms and human heal t h.

Establ i shes primary drinking water
regul ations pursuant to Section 1412

of the Public Health Service Act, as
amended by the Safe Drinking Water

Act; and related regul ati ons applicable
to public water systens.

Sets forth Sections 1413-1416, 1445,
and 1450 of the Public Health Service
Act, as anended.

Est abl i shes Nati onal Secondary

Drinki ng Water Regul ati ons pur suant

to Section 1412 of the Safe Drinking
Water Act, as anended (42 U. S.C
300g-1); and control contam nants in
drinking water that primarily affect
the aesthetic qualities relating to the
publ i c acceptance of drinking water.

Set forth requirenments for the
Under ground | njection Control (U CQ
program pronul gated under Part C of
the Safe Drinking Water Act



R&A

R&A

R&A

TABLE 13: FEDERAL ARARs FCR MARZONE SI TE QU1

RESOURCE CONSERVATI ON AND RECOVERY ACT - 42 U. S.C. 8§ 6901-6987

Cl TATI ONS

40 CFR Part 261
Identification and Listing of
Hazar dous Waste

40 CFR Part 262
St andards Applicable to Generators
of Hazardous Waste

40 CFR Part 263
Standards Applicable to
Transporters of Hazardous Waste

40 CFR Part 264

Standards for Oaners and
Qperators of Hazardous Waste
Treat nent, Storage, and D sposal
(TSD) Facilities.

40 CFR Part 268
Land D sposal Restrictions

Action Specific for
Soi |

Action Specific for
Soi |

Action Specific for

Soi |

Action Specific for
Soi |

Cheni cal Specific
for Soil

COMMVENTS

Identifies those solid wastes which are
subj ect to regul ati on as hazardous
wastes. Defines the term"solid waste"
and "hazardous waste".

Est abl i shes standards for generators of
hazar dous wast e.

Establ i shes the responsibilities of
generators and transporters of
hazardous waste in the handling
transportation, and nanagenent of
that waste.

Est abl i shes m ni num nati onal

st andards whi ch define the acceptabl e
managenent of hazardous waste for
owners and operators of facilities
which treat, store, or dispose of
hazar dous wast e.

Identifies hazardous wastes that are
restricted fromland di sposal and
descri bes those circunstances under
whi ch an ot herw se prohibited waste
may be | and di sposed.



A Federal Register/Vol. 58 Action Specific for Finalizes provisions for corrective

February 16, 1993 soi|l and action managenent units (CAMJ)
40 CFR Part 260 et al gr oundwat er and tenporary units under Subpart S
Corrective Action Managenent of 40 CFR Part 264. Defines the term
Units and Tenporary Units; "renedi ati on waste".
Corrective Action Provisions; Final
Rul e

R&A 40 CFR Part 270 Action Specific for Establ i shes visions for the
EPA Admi ni stered Permt Soi | Hazar dous Waste Permit Progam
Progans: under Subtitle C of the Solid Waste
Hazardous Waste Pernit Program Di sposal Act.

A ))) APPLI CABLE REQUI REMENTS VWH CH WHERE PROMULGATE UNDER FEDERAL LAW TO SPECI FI CALLY ADDRESS A HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE,
PCLLUTANT, CONTAM NANT, REMEDI AL ACTI ON LOCATI ON OR OTHER Cl RCUMSTANCE AT QU1 OF THE MARZONE SI TE.

R & A))RELEVANT AND APPRCOPRI ATE REQUI REMENTS WHI CH WHI LE THEY ARE NOT "APPLI CABLE' TO A HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE, POLLUTANT,
CONTAM NANT, REMEDI AL ACTI ON, LOCATION, OR OTHER G RCUMSTANCE AT QUL OF THE MARZONE SI TE, ADDRESS PRCBLEMS OR Sl TUATI ONS
SUFFI CI ENTLY SI M LAR TO THOSE ENCOUNTERED AT QU1 OF THE MARZONE SI TE THAT THEIR USE | S VELL SU TED TO THE SI TE



TABLE 14: STATE ARARs FOR MARZONE SI TE QU1
Cl TATI ONS
A Georgi a Drinking Water Regul ati ons, Cheni cal and
Chapter 391-3-5 Location Specific for
for groundwat er
A Rul es of the Georgia Departnent of Action Specific
Nat ural Resources Environnent al for Soil

Protection Division, Chapter 391-3-15

A Ceorgia Water Quality Control

Regul ati ons and Standards

Action and
Chemi cal
Specific for
runof f

COMMVENTS

Est abl i shes rul es and regul ati ons
Georgi a drinki ng water

standards and addresses wel | head
protection zones.

Provides rules for the

Under ground St orage Tank
Program GaEPD has not set soil
action levels for contam nants
ot her than petrol eum

hydr ocar bons.

Establ i shes Georgi a surface water
quality criteria.

R & A))RELEVANT AND APPROPRI ATE REQUI REMENTS WHI CH WHI LE THEY ARE NOT "APPLI CABLE' TO A HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE, POLLUTANT,
CONTAM NANT, REMEDI AL ACTI ON, LOCATI ON, OR OTHER C RCUMSTANCE AT QUL OF THE MARZONE SI TE, ADDRESS PRCBLEMS OR Sl TUATI ONS
SUFFI CI ENTLY SI M LAR TO THOSE ENCOUNTERED AT QU1 OF THE MARZONE SI TE THAT THEIR USE | S VELL SUI TTED TO THE SI TE.



TABLE 15: TO BE- CONSI DERED ( TBCs) DOCUMENTS FOR MARZONE SI TE QUL

DOCUMENT TYPE DESCRI PTI ON
USEPA, O fice of Drinking Water, Drinking VWater | ssues heal th advi sories based on exposure to various
Regul ati ons and Heal th Advi sories, Wshi ngton, concentrations of chemcals of concern.

D.C., Decenber 1993

TBCs )) TO BE- CONS|I DERED CRI TERI A ARE NON- PROMULGATED ADVI SCRI ES AND GUI DANCE THAT ARE NOT LEGALLY
BI NDI NG BUT SHOULD BE CONSI DERED I N DETERM NI NG THE NECESSARY LEVEL COF CLEANUP FOR PROTECTI ON CF
HEALTH OR THE ENVI RONMENT.



10.1 Protection O Human Health And The Environnent

The sel ected remedy protects human health and the environment through isolating and treating
threats at Qperable Unit #1 of the Site in contam nated groundwater and soil. The sel ected
remedy provides protection of human health and the environnment by elimnating, reducing, and
controlling risk through treatnent, engineering and/or institutional controls. The contan nated
groundwat er underlying QUL of the Marzone Site will be punped and treated to cleanup levels. In
addition institutional controls will be enployed throughout the treatnent process to protect
human heath and the environnent. Contaminated soil will be treated through | ow tenperature
thernmal desorption. For surface soil the cleanup level will neet a 1X10-6 risk-based | evel

The subsurface soil will be cleaned up to levels that are protective of groundwater.

10. 2 Conpliance Wth ARARs

Remedi al actions perfornmed under CERCLA nmust conply with all applicable or relevant and
appropriate requirenments (ARARs). Al alternatives considered for QU1 of the Marzone Site were
eval uated on the basis of the degree to which they conplied with these requirenments. The

sel ected renedy was found to neet or exceed the follow ng ARARs.

10. 3 Cost Effectiveness

Cost effectiveness is determ ned by conparing the cost of all alternatives being considered with
their overall effectiveness to determ ne whether the costs are proportional to the effectiveness
achi eved. EPA evaluates the increnental cost of each alternative as conpared to the increased
effectiveness of the renedy. The selected renedy for groundwater is punp and treat. This
remedy is nore costly than both the no action and institutional controls alternatives but is the
only groundwater renmedy that neets the threshold criteria for protection of human health and the
environnent and conpliance with ARARs. Therefore, the higher cost is justified and cost
effective. The selected renedy for soil is |ow tenperature thernal desorption. This alternative
is more costly than both the no action and institutional controls alternatives but neets the
threshold criteria, while no action and institutional controls do not. The |ow tenperature
thernmal desorption renedy is also nore costly than excavation and |andfill disposal

bi orenedi ati on, and chemical oxidation. Low tenperature thermal desorption along with

bi orenedi ation are the only two renedies that involve treatnent to achi eve a permanent renedy
for the Site. Biorenediation will only achieve a cleanup standard based upon a 1x10-5 ri sk
which is not appropriate for future residential |and use. Low tenperature thernal desorption is
the only renedy that fulfills the threshold criteria, is a pernanent renedy, and will renediate
to a risk based | evel of 1x10-6 for future residential land use, therefore, naking it a
reasonabl e val ue.

10.4 Wilization O Permanent Sol utions To The Maxi num Extent Practicabl e

EPA and GEPD believe that the selected renedy is the nost appropriate cleanup solution for QU1
of the Marzone Site and provides the best bal ance anong the evaluation criteria for the renedia
alternatives considered. The punp and treat remedy for groundwater is a permanent renedy. The
| ow tenperature thernal desorption remedy is also a permanent renedy. In all cases treated
nmedi a can be returned to the Site. The selected remedy neets the statutory requirenent to
utilize permanent solutions and treatnment technol ogies to the naxi num extent practicable.

10.5 Preference For Treatment As A Principal El enent

The statutory preference for treatment will be met through treatnent of contam nated groundwater
and through the | ow tenperature thernmal desorption treatment renedy for the soil



11. 0 DOCUMENTATI ON OF SI GNI FI CANT CHANGES

The final renedy for QUL of the Marzone Site was refined sonewhat fromthe proposed plan fact
sheet, in that, the renedy for soil renediation will be |ow tenperature thernal desorption. The
proposed plan presented a remedy for soil of biorenediation by |andfarm ng/conposting with a
contingency for |ow tenperature thernmal desorption. The biofarning alternative was proposed
because EPA believed that the comunity woul d be nore receptive of a biorenediation (e.g peanut
farm ng) renedy over |ow tenperature thermal desorption. Biofarmng would be consistent with
the agricultural land use in the Tifton, GA area. EPA weighed heavily its criteria for
communi ty acceptance when proposing the biofarmng alternative

It was evident fromthe coments received, both verbally and in witing, that the biofarmng
alternative was not the comunities preferred remedy. The comunity expressed concern over the
success of the highly innovative technol ogy and over the longer tine frane for biorenediation
There were al so sonme concerns over the degree of renediation (1x10-5 versus 1x10-6) fromthe

bi ofarm ng alternative. Based upon these factors, EPA reevaluated the 9 criteria for renedy

sel ection and determne that the | ow tenperature thermal desorption renedy was, in fact, the
best renedy for remediating the soil at QUL of the Marzone Site. Low tenperature thernal
desorption is a proven technology at results in a pernanent renedy for QUL. The tinme frane for
remediation is approximately 1 year and it will renediate surface soil to a 1x10-6 ri sk based
level for a future residential |and use



RECORD CF DECI SI ON

APPENDI X A
RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY

Mar zone, I nc. / Chevron Chem cal Conpany Site
Tift County, Georgia

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) held a public comrent period fromJuly 15, 1994

t hrough August 15, 1994 for interested parties to give input on EPA's Proposed Plan for Renedi a
Action at Qperable Unit 1 (QUL) of the Marzone Inc./Chevron Chem cal Conpany Superfund Site in
Tifton, Tift County, Georgia. EPA conducted a public nmeeting on July 26, 1994, at the

Nei ghbor hood Services Center in Tifton, Georgia. The neeting presented the results of the
Remedi al Investigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS) for QUL of the Marzone Inc./Chevron

Chem cal Conpany Site and the Proposed Plan of action for renediation. The public coment
peri od was extended an additional 30 days, i.e., until Septenber 14, 1994 after EPA received two
requests for an extension

A responsi veness summary is required to docunent how EPA addressed citizen coments and concerns
about the Site, as raised during the public comment period. Al coments summarized in this
docunent have been factored into the final decision of the renedial action for QUL of the
Marzone I nc./Chevron Chemical Site.

Thi s responsi veness summary for the Marzone Inc./Chevron Chenmical Conpany Site is divided into
the follow ng sections

l. Overview - This section discusses the recoomended alternative for renedial action
and the public reaction to this alternative

1. Background on Comunity | nvol venent and Concern: This section provides a bri ef
hi story of community interest and concerns regardi ng the Marzone Site

111, Summary of Mjor Questions and Comments Received During the Public Comment Period
and EPA's Responses: This section presents comments submtted during the public
coment period and provides the responses to these coments.

V. Concerns to be Addressed in the Future: This section discusses comrunity concerns
of which EPA shoul d be aware during renedi al design

I. Overview

The remedial alternatives were presented to the public in a Proposed Plan rel eased on July 14,
1994, and in a public notice in the Tifton Gazette on July Il, and July 18, 1994. A public
neeting was held July 26, 1994 with over 200 peopl e attendi ng

EPA has organi zed the work at this Site into two phases or operable units (Qus). QUL involves
contam nation on the 1.68-acre forner Marzone pesticide blending area, part of the Slack
Property, and railroad drai nage ditch past the southwest corner of the horse pasture, and
contam nated groundwater related to the Site. This first operable unit is broken down into two
separate renedi es; one for groundwater and the other for soil

For contam nated groundwater, the selected renedy is Alternative No. 3, G oundwater Punp and
Treat and reinjection through an infiltration gallery.



The naj or conponents of the sel ected renedy include:

. The inplenmentation of institutional controls.

. The design and construction of groundwater extraction wells.

. The installation of a security fence around the on-site treatnent unit.

. The design and installation of a groundwater punping system a groundwater
filtration system a on-site treatnent system and an infiltration gallery.

. The start-up and operation of this system

. Transportati on, regeneration, recycling, and disposal of the spent filters.

Qperation of a long-termgroundwater nonitoring program Wich will specific
nmoni toring wells.

The cost of this alternative would be $3.4 million.

For soil contam nation, the preferred alternative as presented to the public in the proposed
pl an fact sheet was NO 7, Biorenediation by |andfarmng/conposting with a contingency renedy of
alternative NO 8, Low Tenperature Thernal Desorption.

The final selected renedy for the soil at QUL of the Marzone Site is NO 8, Low Tenperature
Thernal Desorption. This remedy will include the use of a nobile thernal treatnent units to
renmove Site contamnants from QUL soil at the Marzone Site. The |ow tenperature thernal
desorption unit will consist of a heated chanber with tenperatures of 700 to 900 degrees
Fahrenheit. Approximately 12,000 cubic yards of contam nated soils will be excavated fromthe
Site, broken up, preconditioned, and then fed into the chanber in a continuous operation. The
thernmal desorption unit will drive off pesticide contam nants fromthe soil that will be
captured in the next stage bag house, GAC, or other equivalent system Both

surface and subsurface soils will be treated to the performance standards set out in

this ROD. The treated, decontami nated soil, will be placed back at the Site. The

estimated cost of this renedy is $4.8 million.

The total estinmated cost of the groundwater and soil renmedy for QU1 of the Marzone Site is $8.2
mllion. This includes groundwater punp and treat and soil renediation through | ow tenperature
thernmal desorption.

Most of the community's concerns were related to health issues either fromexposure to the
Marzone Site or other toxic waste sites in Tifton. O the comments that were related to EPA' s
proposed renedy, there was a favorable response to EPA's proposed groundwater punp and treat
remedy but disfavor for EPA's proposed biorenediation remedy for soil cleanup. The commentors
felt the biorenediation remedy was too experinmental, would not cleanup the soil adequately, and
that they preferred a renedy that was known to effectively treat the contam nated contam nation
They al so preferred a renedy that would be inplenmented in a relatively short tine franme and one
that woul d expose the community to the least risk. During the public neeting the inpression was
that the commentors preferred the contingent renmedy of |ow tenperature thernmal desorption over
bi orenedi ati on. Many witten comrents re-enphasi zed the nmaj or concerns but did not designate a
speci fic renedy preference.

I'l.  Background on Community Invol venent and Concerns
EPA has taken the followi ng actions to insure that interested parties have been kept inforned
and given an opportunity to provide input on activities at the Marzone Inc./Chevron Chenm cal

Conpany Superfund Site.

On June 24, 1991 an availability session was held in the Tifton Nei ghborhood Services Center, on
Gol den Road to informthe comunity of the start of field work for the Renedial Investigation.



At that tune conmmunity interviews were conducted and a repository was set up at the Tifton and
Tift County Libraries in Tifton, Georgia. A second availability session took place on January
20, 1994 in the Nei ghborhood Services Center to informthe public of the results of the Renedia
I nvestigation and the proposed alternatives for renediation

On April 7, 1994 a third availability session was held to better define the renedia
alternatives presented in the Feasibility Study. |In addition, on January 5, 1994 EPA held a
public neeting in the Tifton Library to announce that Tifton/Tift County, Georgia was sel ected
as Region IV's focus for the Environnental Justice initiative. At that tine a summary of the
activities at the Marzone Site was presented.

The public comment period on this ROD was July 15, 1994 through August 15, 1994. The coment
period was extended 30 days until Septenber 14, 1994 upon two requests received by EPA. A
public neeting was held on July 26, 1994 where representatives from EPA answered questions
regarding the Site and the proposed plan under consideration. The adm nistrative record was
avail able to the public at both the information repository naintained at the Tifton and Tift
County Libraries and at the EPA Region |V Library at 345 Courtland Street in Atlanta, Georgia.
The notice of availability of the proposed plan and the adm nistrative record was published in
the Tifton Gazette on July 11, and July 18, 1994.

111, Summary of Mjor Questions and Comments Received During the Public Comment Period and
EPA' s responses

Commrent 1: Two commentors suggested that alternative #6, Excavation and Landfilling, be
selected as the final renedy for the Site. They stated that #6 would be the fastest way to
cleanup the Site

EPA Response 1: EPA is required to use the nine criteria which are |listed on page of this ROD
to determne the best renedy for NPL sites. Also it is a congressional preference that EPA
sel ect renedies that use treatnent technologies that result in permanent solutions. The

excavation and landfilling alternative does not neet the preference for a treatnment option nor
is it a permanent renedy. Excavation and landfilling would entail digging up contam nation from
on-site and transferring it to a landfill in another nei ghborhood, and is just the situation

that Congress was trying to avoid by directing the Agency to consider on-site treatnent option
that result in a permanent renedy creating the potential for accidents, spillage and comunity
concerns in other states.

Comment 2: (One commentor suggested that alternative #9, Chem cal Oxidation, be selected as the
final renedy for soils of QUL of the Site.

Response 2. Al though chemical oxidation is a treatnent alternative, it does not result in a
permanent solution for QUL of the Site. After the contamnated soil is treated it will stil
have to be disposed of in an appropriate landfill. This will entail transferring a waste
treated or untreated, from one neighborhood to another. Since the state of CGeorgia does not
have a operating hazardous waste landfill, this waste nay have to be shipped over state |lines

Commrent 3: A PRP suggested that the renedy for QU1 of the Site entail building a box that is of
reinforced concrete on the sides and bottomand lined on the top with waterproof material. The
contam nated soil should be placed in this box and mxed with line. On top of this structure a
bui l ding coul d be constructed for industrial usage.

Response 3: This suggested unit of a "concrete box" would be defined as a | andfill under the
Resour ce Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and woul d have to neet the m ni mumtechnol ogy
requirenents (MIRs) and Land Disposal Restrictions (LDRs) of 40 CFR 264 and 270. The design as



descri bed by the commentor does not fulfill any of these requirenents. The alternative of an
on-site landfill was explored in the FS and rejected because of the difficulties associated with
the regulatory restrictions; sone of which are set out above. The FS contains a detailed

expl anation of the inadequacies and feasibility of an on-site landfill.

Comment 4: (One commentor supported the proposed plan's preference for biorenmediation of soils
at QUL of the Site. He stated that the biorenedi ati on option appears to have nore positive

el ements than other options, and is nore environnmentally friendly. He also stated that the
option would provide critically needed revenue or research not available from public funds, and
that the option woul d have a positive econom c inmpact on the local comunity.

Response 4. EPA does not disagree with these statenments. These are a few of the reasons that
EPA' s original proposed plan for soils at QUL of the Site was biorenediation. On the other

hand, the biof arm ng/croppi ng opti on has not yet been proven in reduci ng pesticide residues in
soil. In addition, if successful, the biorenediation alternative would not be able to renedi ate
the soils down to the cleanup | evels based upon a 1X10-6 risk as would other alternatives
including the | ow tenperature thernal desorption alternative.

Comment 5:  Another commentor was also in favor of the biorenediation alternative, saying that
it would be the | east offensive to surrounding nei ghbors and bring the | east adverse econonic

inmpact on the Gty. This commentor also had a concern over the thermal desorption alternative
stating that it would result in problens if used. People would be concerned about dust, noise

and em ssi ons

Response 5: The low tenperature thernal desorption alternative is one that has been proven for
use for pesticide residues in soils simlar to those at QU1 of the Site. This renedy was used
at an NPL site in Albany, Georgia less than 100 mles fromTifton. In A bany residents were
concerned at first about the use of the thernal desorption unit, but after start-up and

conpl etion of the project, nost of those residents fears dissipated as they becane nore faniliar
and confortable with the technol ogy. The nobile unit, although occupying a |large space, is

desi gned to control dust, noise, and emission very effectively. The systemis designed with a
safety in that it shuts down automatically when it doesn't function properly. However, the unit
is constantly nonitored by a technician

Comment 6: One commentor asked how many toxic substances affect residents at this Site. This
commrentor stated that the proposed plan fact sheet was not clear on who was at risk

Response 6: A detailed analysis of the risks presented by QU1 of the Marzone Site is presented
in the Baseline R sk assessnent (BRA) which is part of the Administrative Record (AR for the
Site. The BRA identified 28 potential chem cals of concern at QU1 of the Marzone Site. In
addition, it identified a current risk to individuals fromdirect contact, inhalation, and
ingestion of contam nated soils at the Site. Those individuals that would be nost at risk would
be on-site workers, since the Site is fenced and posted "no trespassing." Any trespassers may
also be at risk fromcontamnated soils. There is a future risk for ingestion of contam nated
groundwater. Currently, the groundwater contam nant plunme is |ocalized under the Site and has
not mgrated to private or public drinking water. |f this plume were not cleaned up, it would
present a risk in the future by potential mgration to drinking water wells. In addition, there
is arisk to the groundwater from contam nation of subsurface soils. |If subsurface soils are not
remedi ated they would continue to rel ease contam nants to the underlying aquifer. For a

t horough expl anati on of the contam nants of concern and Site risks, the commentor may w sh to
read the Baseline Ri sk Assessnent available in the repository.

Comment 7: A commentor asked why toxaphene and DDT increase as a result of renediation



Response 7. Toxaphene and DDT do not increase as a result of renediation. The toxaphene and
DDT in surface soils will be renediated to 0.7 ppmand 2.29 ppmrespectively. Unlike the other
7 contamnants identified in the proposed plans for subsurface soil contam nation, toxaphene and
DDT are not considered to be a threat for |eaching to the underlying aquifer because they tend
to adhere to the soil particle. This conclusion was determ ned by use of a mathenatical node
that calculates the potential for a chemcal to |l each out of soil. The nodelling generated a

cl eanup val ue of 2,700 ppm for toxaphene and 1,300 ppmfor DDT in the subsurface soils which are
hi gher than any val ues of these chem cals detected at subsurface soil during the R.

Commrent 8: A commentor asked how water can renobve an immscible liquid. This comentor

postul ates that the xylenes found in the aquifer underlying QUL of the Site is not dissolved in
the groundwater but is instead present in a layer on top of the groundwater, and therefore,
cannot be renediated by EPA's renedy of punp and treat.

Response 8: It is the opinion of EPA's experts in hydrogeol ogy that the xylenes found at QU1 of
the Marzone Site is mxed with groundwater. This opinion is based upon current site conditions,
extensive reviews of the remedial investigation and ot her groundwater investigations conducted
at the Site. In addition it is EPA's opinion that a well designed groundwater punp and treat
systemwill, in fact, cleanup all contam nants found in the groundwater including the xyl enes
This remedy has been enpl oyed nany tines for aquifers contam nated with organic constituents
such as xyl ene and has proven to be effective

Comment 9: A commentor asked why there were no backup alternatives proposed for water
treat ment ?

Response 9: There were three alternatives in the feasibility study that were evaluated for
cleanup at the Site. The only alternative that nmet all nine criteria of evaluation was the
punp and treat renedy. This renmedy is well proven and effective. |t has been used innunerable
tines in the past on aquifers contam nated with xylenes and other organic constituents that are
found at this Site. EPA believes this remedy will adequately address groundwater contam nation
at this Site.

Commrent 10: A commentor asked why there is no treatnent proposed for subsurface contam nation

Response 10: Both the proposed plan and the final selected renmedy contain a renedy for
subsurface soils. The proposed plan presented the renmedy of biorenediation through

bi of ar m ng/ conposting for both surface and subsurface soils with a contingent renedy of |ow
tenperature thermal desorption. The final remedy for QU1 of the Marzone Site is for | ow
tenperature thernmal desorption of both contam nated surface and subsurface soil. Ceanup |levels
for surface and subsurface soil are set out in Table 1 of the proposed plan and Table 12 of the
RCD.

Comment 11: A commentor asked why use peanut farmng to renove contam nants. This commentor
stated that he does not believe that peanuts will uptake pesticide residues and that the
proposed alternative of peanut farm ng woul d not work.

Response 11: It is the opinion of EPA experts that reviewed the infornation regardi ng peanut
farm ng that the alternative should be strongly considered as a viable option to renediating
pesticide contaminated soils at the Site. EPA realizes that the peanut farmng option is
innovative and would require treatability testing to determne if the renedy would be
successful. EPA never envisioned following through with the biofarmng remedy if it failed to
prove successful during the testing. Due to the great deal of concern from many individuals
over this highly innovative option, EPA has defaulted to the | ow tenperature thernmal desorption
alternative for remedi ation of contamnated soils at QUL. Low tenperature thermal desorption is



a wel |l proven technology. It is permanent and can be inplenented in a shorter tine frane.

Comment 12: A commentor asked what is a "hot spot?" This phrase is used in the proposed plan to
descri be areas where soil will be excavated before bi orenedi ation

Response 12: Wth regard to biorenediation of soils at QUl, the phrase "hot spot” is clearly
defined in the FS, which is part of the ARfor the Site. It is defined as biocidal soils or
that soil who's concentration of pesticide residues are so high that the biorenediati on option
woul d be unsuccessful. 1In other words the concentrations of contam nants in the soils woul d
kill the biological organismthat could be used in the biorenediation renedy. EPA apol ogi zes
for not clearly defining the termin the proposed plan

Commrent 13: A commentor asked how the offer of local jobs would benefit the comunity.

Response 13: EPA was not offering local jobs. Rather, a conponent of the biorenediation option
was the use of labor fromthe local work force to inplenent the biofarmng/conposting option

If the biorenmedi ation remedy was selected this information woul d have been devel oped as part of
the remedi al design during which time the detailed plans would be devel oped for the renedy and
the costs woul d be properly eval uat ed

Comment 14: A commentor asked, "Have all of the chemicals at this Site been found?" The
comrent or believes that EPA should require a thorough grid search of the Site and enpl oy
geophysi cal techniques to determne if there are any buried druns at the Site

Response 14: EPA believes a thorough investigation was undertaken for QUL of the Marzone Site
A 2 year renedial investigation was conpl eted which included extensive sanmpling of groundwater
soil, surface water, and sedinent at the Site. This investigation yielded enough infornation for
EPA to select a renedy for contam nation found at QUl. Geophysical techni ques were not enpl oyed
during the RI because they were not deened necessary or appropriate for the nature of the
investigation at the Site. A nmagnetoneter survey woul d have been unsuccessful due to
interference by netal buildings and objects on-site along with a nearby railroad track and
overhead power lines. Gound penetrating radar is a technique that would not have, in EPA' s

opi nion, generated useful information about buried druns or contamnated nedia. A seisnmc
survey woul d not have been useful since it is not an appropriate techniques for determning the
location of buried drums. The appropriateness of geophysical techniques at Superfund sites is
detailed in an EPA docunent entitled, "Geophysical Techni ques for Sensing Buried Wastes and
Waste M gration, Environnental Mnitoring Systens Laboratory, Ofice of Research and

Devel opnent, U S. EPA, Las Vegas, Nv, 1982

Comment 15: A commentor asked how long the Site would remain toxic after remedi ation?

Response 15: QU1 of the Marzone Site will not remain toxic after cleanup. The selected renedy
of low tenperature thernmal desorption will renediate Site soil to a risk level of 1x10-6 which
is appropriate for residential use. The original proposed alternative of biorenediation would
have renediated the Site to a 1x10-5 risk level appropriate for industrial use

Commrent 16: A PRP commented that the proposed plan was too specific and nmay conflict with the
optinal design of the renedial design

Response 16: EPA believes that the level of specificity is appropriate to achi eve the purpose
and goal s of the proposed plan. The proposed plan nust have sufficient information for the
public to understand the options being explored and EPA's preferred alternative. 1In turn, the
ROD nust determ ne the scope of the renedy and provide the basis for the design



Comment 17: A PRP commented that it is generally supportive of the proposed plan and favors the
bi orenedi ation alternative. |t states that EPA did not justify the selection of thernal
desorption, and it prefers that excavation and | andfilling or chem cal oxidation be selected
over thermal desorption

Response 17: As stated in responses above, both landfilling and chem cal oxidation do not neet
the preference for selection of treatnent renedi es that yield permanent remedies. |In evaluating
the nine criteria for renmedy selection both the biorenedi ati on and thernal desorption
alternatives are highly preferred because they result in permanent renedies.

Comment 18: A PRP commented that the total cost of the cleanup proposed in the fact sheet could
be in excess of the $8.6 million stated since sone fraction of the $2.7 nillion biorenediation
opti on woul d be expended if the bioremediation option failed the treatability test.

Response 18: EPA agrees that undertaking the contingent renmedy could have entail ed expenditure
of sone fraction of the $2.7 mllion biorenediati on remedy, but the cost of the study is subject
toanmltiple cost variable in a nanner sinmlar to the outcone of the study itself. EPA
believes that $8.6 mllion presented in the proposed plan was a reasonabl e esti mate.

Comment 19: A PRP commented that the decision to use an infiltration gallery in the groundwater
punp and treat alternative should be delayed until after further testing (e.g colum |each test)
of the aquifer. It further comrented that it is technically inpracticable to punp and treat the
groundwat er and that use of an infiltration gallery nmay enhance contam nant migration in
undesired directions.

Response 19: EPA believes that in order to fully renediate the contam nated aquifer an
infiltration gallery should be installed. Fromthe information conpiled in the R it is evident
that the aquifer is a slow noving one. The use of an infiltration gallery on slow noving

aqui fers to enhance contaminant mgration to extraction wells is an often used techni que and was
included in a draft of the FS prepared for the Site which is part of the AR Delaying the
remedi ati on of the contam nated groundwater by further testing this aquifer is not justified by
the existing data. It is a well proven technol ogy and has been used in the past on aquifers and
hydrogeol ogy very simlar to that at QUL of the Marzone Site. A well designed groundwater punp
and treat systemand a wel 1l designed infiltration gallery will enhance migration of contam nants
to the desired location of the extraction wells. The groundwater punp and treat renedy at QU1
of the Marzone Site will be carefully designed so that contam nants do not migrate in

undesi rabl e directions

Commrent 20: A PRP commented that the proposed plan is msleading because it inplies that a no
action groundwater rermedy will not inprove the groundwater quality. However, source renediation
conducted on-site will inprove the groundwater quality.

Response 20: The no action remedy for groundwater will not inprove the current conditions of
the contam nated groundwater. Source renediation will only renove any future or further
contam nation of the aquifer; it will not inprove the current groundwater quality.

Commrent 21: A PRP commented that the proposed plan states that punp and treat will neet ARARs
inless time than no action; but that this is unsupported by the FS, which states that there is
no significant differences between groundwater alternatives.

Response 21: EPA believes that it is clear that the active punp and treat alternative for the
contam nated aquifer, enhanced with an infiltration gallery, would renediate a contani nated
aquifer in less time than a no action alternative or natural attenuation alternative. The punp



and treat renmedy will be nade nore effective by inducing a capture zone for the contam nants.
This capture zone is enhanced by forces of the infiltration gallery and any naturally
attenuative properties of the contam nants present. Moreover, the punp and treat renedy is the
only alternative that nmeets the ARARs for the groundwater at QUL.

Comment 22: A PRP commented that there is a radical difference between EPA's soil cleanup
levels for the Marzone Site and the levels for the EPA renoval activities at the Gol den Seed
Site.

Response 22: The goal of EPA's renoval activities at the Golden Seed Site was to abate an

i mm nent and substantial endangernent to hunman health and the environnent, not to cleanup the
Site to risk-based |levels; renoval activities at Col den Seed elimnated the energency. The goa
of the cleanup at QU1 of the Marzone Site is to renediate the soils and groundwater to |levels
that are within EPA s risk range of 1x10-4 to 1x10-6 which yields different standards than those
devel oped for the Gol den Seed renoval activity.

Comment 23: A PRP asked why filtration was chosen over an afterburner on the thernal desorption
uni t?

Response 23: EPA has not chosen filtration over an afterburner for the thernal desorption unit.
This determination will be nade through the renedi al design process.

Comment 24: A PRP commented that EPA should nention the econonic devel opnent of each option on
the community. The commentor estimated that over 50% of the biorenediation expenditures woul d
be made locally versus less than 5% for the other soil remediation options.

Response 24: Econom c devel opnment is not one of the nine criteria in selecting a renedy or

cl eaning up a Superfund site and was not taken into consideration in the FS or in selecting the
final renmedy for QUL of the Marzone Site. Moreover, percentages provided by the comrentor are
broad estinmates since there is very little known with respect to econom c devel opment ari sing
from Superfund sites.

Commrent 25: A PRP disagreed that the Site should be cleaned up to a level suitable for future
residential use. The Site is adjacent to the main line of a railroad and is currently zoned for
i ndustrial usage

Response 25: It is EPA policy to use a 1x10-6 risk levels as a point of departure for
determning site-specific cleanup levels. Deviation fromthe 1x10-6 risk level is determ ned
based upon justifiable evidence. EPA does not agree that because property is currently zoned as
comrercial it will continue to be zoned comercial; EPA has comented extensively on this issue
The facts are: There is a trailer on the Slack property within yards of the area designated as
QU1, in the past soneone lived in this trailer; there is a red brick house within 500 feet east
of the Site that is residential; there are a half dozen houses within 500 feet west of the Site
and just beyond these houses is a heavily popul ated residential area in and around Gol den Road
An exam nation of the areal photographs fromthe Site from 1948 to 1988 shows an enor nous
encrochnent of residential communities into the area of the Site. There is a high potentia
that this residential encroachnent will not discontinue. Therefore, EPA does not agree that the
future use of this property nust remain commercial even though it is currently zoned comercia
and it is adjacent to arailroad line

Comment 26: A PRP disagreed that the contam nated aquifer requires punping and treating by
stating that there is no evidence of the need in the F5. It was further stated that although
state and comunity acceptance may nodify EPA' s evaluation criteria, the "limted inforned
public involvenent"” in the renedy selection process at the Site does not warrant the selection



of any renmedy other than institutional controls.

Response 26: Since the groundwater underlying QUL of the site is contam nated, the punp and
treat is the only renmedy that neets the threshold criteria of protection of human health and the
environnent and conpliance with ARARs. GaEPD has cl assified the aquifer underlying the Marzone
Site as a potential drinking water aquifer. Drinking water nmust neet certain standards which
are either established Maxi mum Cont am nant Levels (MCLs), non-zero MCL goals or an appropriate
ri sk-based | evel for those chemcals w thout MCLs. Contam nated groundwater nust be treated to
these standards at this Site.

Comment 27: A PRP clained that the biorenediation option for soil cleanup is warranted but that
the selection of a nore expensive soil and subsurface soil renedy at fine Site would add not hi ng
to the Site renedy other than targeting cleanup levels to residential use, a use that is
"clearly prohibitive."

Response 27: EPA disagrees with the coomentors statenent. The | ow tenperature thernal
desorption renedy outwei ghs the bioremediation renmedy in nore that just its ability to renediate
soils to a level appropriate for residential |land use. Low tenperature thermal desorption can
be inplenmented in approxinately one year while biorenediation nay take 3 to 7 years. Low
tenperature thermal desorption is a proven technology; it has been used in the past to break
down pesticide contam nated soil. The bi ofarm ng/conposting alternative is innovative and has
never been used. Thernal desorption is a proven technology, and it will be easier to inplenent.
These criteria outwei gh the cost factor when eval uating renedi es.

Commrent 28: A commentor requested that the groundwater renedy include | anguage which woul d
require the renedy to be changed if a new, nore effective alternative would becone available in
the future

Response 28: Under the NCP, EPA is required to conplete a review of the renedy after a 5 year
period. At that time if EPA determines that the renmedy is ineffective or needs nodification, a
ROD armendnent can be issued. Also, if newinformati on becones available at any tine that may
affect the selected remedy, EPA can, if appropriate, issue a ROD anendrment to nodify the renedy

Comment 29: A commentor requested that if biofarmng didn't work EPA shoul d consider chem ca
treatnent rather than thermal desorption; chemical treatnment would yield less risk to the
community than thernmal desorption. The concern was that nearby residents should not be unfairly
i npacted by the cl eanup

Response 29: EPA agrees that nearby residents should not be unfairly inpacted by the cleanup
however, chemcal treatnent is not a pernmanent remedy and hence not preferred over |ow
tenperature thernmal desorption. Mreover, the chemcal treatnent renedy would entail transport
of either treated or untreated material through the community and therefore would al so i npact
the community. |If soil treatnment were to occur on-site, the risks posed would be simlar to
thernmal desorption.

Comment 30: A commentor stated that the conposting/landfarm ng plan was too vague in sone
respects and requested additional infornmation on the biorenedi ation paraneters be included in
t he ROD.

Response 30: The ROD has been refined and | ow tenperature thermal desorption was determned to
be is the final remedy selected for soil renediation at Marzone QUL. Therefore the detail ed
i nformati on about biorenediation is not necessary.



Commrent 31: A commentor stated that one of the ARARs for the renedy is the Georgia Hazardous
Site Response Act, O C G A §812-8-93(b), Chapter 391-19, that identifies soil cleanup standards
for corrective action

Response 31: Ceanup standards contained in the regul ations promul gated pursuant to the Georgia
Hazardous Site Response Act are not ARARs for the renmedy at QUL of the Marzone Site because
CERCLA stipulates that a State's cleanup standards nust be "tinely identified" to be ARARs. The
NCP contenpl ates that this need for tineliness requires ARAR-identification to occur during the
early stages of the conparative analysis of alternatives; the purpose of the requirenment is to
avoid a duplication of efforts and inordinate delays in the cleanup. The State's regulatory
requirenents for corrective action under the Hazardous Site Response Act were not adopted unti
wel | after EPA s Baseline R sk Assessnent was finalized, becane effective only after the
Feasibility Study Report was issued, and were identified to EPA subsequent to publication of the
proposed plan and the public neeting.

The sel ected remedy renains protective of human health and the environnent even though the ROD
does not contenplate or require a cleanup of each contami nant at QUL of the Marzone Site to
levels that mght be required under the State's new corrective action regulations. In addition
exclusion of the State's corrective action requirenments as an ARAR for this ROD due to
"timeliness" should not necessarily exenpt any person otherw se subject to the Hazardous Site
Response Act fromthe requirenents contained in the State's new regul ati ons.

Comment 32: A PRP commented at the acceptability of the selected remedy to the community is
extrenely inportant to its successful inplenentation. It stated that "[b]y all accounts, the
public neeting held in July was | ess than successful in communicating the pros and cons of the
various renedies. Many of the people present were nore interested in cash settlenments than site
cl eanup. The hysterical nature of the neeting inhibited nore thoughtful, noderate feedback

Many other interested elements of the Tifton comunity were not represented. G ven the snal
size of Tifton (14,000 residents), we strongly urge EPA to seek out input froma w der cross
section of the community, including nearby residents, business, academ a, city and county
governnent, and the farmcommunity. W believe that it is inperative that the comunity provide
"inforned consent” to EPA's selected renedy. Gtherwise, we run a trenendous risk of opposition
and litigation which may stall the inplenentation of the selected renedy. Especially if the

sel ected renedy is Thernal desorption. W believe that because this technology is a variant of
incineration, an inforned community will oppose it."

Response 32: The comments received by EPA, both verbally and in witing, on the proposed renedy
for QU1 of the Marzone Site, were froma broad cross section of the interested public. This is
a result of the extensive comunity outreach EPA has conducted in the Tifton and Tift County
area of Georgia. A summary of this community outreach is presented in the overvi ew section of
this responsiveness summary. |In essence, EPA has conducted four public neetings in the past
eight nonths to informand update the community on the activities of the Marzone Site including
di scussions of cleanup alternatives. Two distinct neetings were set up just for the purpose of
di scussing the cleanup alternatives for the Marzone Site. |In addition, EPA has net with the

l ocal government of Tifton on two separate occasions to informand update themon the activities
of the Marzone Site. (One of those two neetings was specifically for the purpose of informng
them of EPA's proposed remedy at OQUl. EPA has had nunerous tel ephone and personal conversations
with interested persons regarding the cleanup. These interested persons have ranged from
current nearby residents, to scientists, to nenber of environnental organizations, to nenber of
Ti fton nei ghbor hood organi zati ons; all of which have submtted comrents on EPA' s proposed pl an
Over twenty coment letters were submtted by the interested public and over 200 peopl e attended
the public neeting held on July 26, 1994. Previous neeting have al so yiel ded over 100
attendees. This is nore than the usual participation for an NPL Site in Region IV.



Al so, EPA placed two full page advertisenents in the Tifton Gazette announcing the public
comrent period and public neeting. Another two full page advertisenments were run when EPA
extended the comment period for the proposed plan. EPA sent four videos addressing the suite of
remedi es evaluated for QUL, including |ow tenperature thermal desorption, to the Nei ghborhood
Services Center in Tifton. It is our understanding that interested parties have viewed these
videos. EPA has provided the community with various handouts addressing the suite of
alternatives evaluated for the QUL cleanup. Hundreds of these handout have been distributed
and received by the community. EPA has gone above and beyond requirenments to reach all segnents
of the community and interested parties with regards to the activities at the Marzone Site. A
repository has been set up in the Tifton Library which contains inportant docurentation about
the remedy at the Site. The librarian indicated that the repository was being used by the
communi ty.

One commentor could not endorse the thernmal desorption plan, yet another commentor, a nearby
resident, stated that the |ow tenperature thernal desorption renedy sound fine as long as there
is norisk of explosion or any formof radiation. O course all neasures will be taken to ensure
that an expl osi on never occurs, and radiation is not a threat at this site. Therefore, EPA
bel i eves the comments and concerns regarding the cleanup at QUL of the Site were froma broad
cross section of a well inforned public
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APPENDI X B
STATE CONCURRENCE LETTER

Mar zone, Inc./Chevron Chem cal Conpany Site
Tift County, Ceorgia

SEP 30 ' 94 04: 04PM DNR EPD HWB
P. 2
Ceorgia Departnent of Natural Resources
205 Butler Street, S.E., Suite 1154, Atlanta, Georgia 30334
Joe D. Tanner, Conm ssioner
Envi ronnental Protection Division
Harold F. Reheis, Director
404/ 656- 7802

Sept enber 30, 1994

Ms. Joanne Benante
Renmedi al Project Manager
Sout h Superfund Renedi al Branch
U S. Environnental Protection Agency
Region IV
345 Courtland Street, N E
Atlanta, Georgia 30365
RE: Interim Record of Decision (RCD)
Marzone NPL Site

Dear Ms. Benante:

Thi s correspondence shall confine receipt of the July 25, 1994 "Draft Record of Decision for
Qperable Unit 1 of the Marzone/ Chevron Superfund Site in Tifton, Georgia," received by the

Envi ronnental Protection Dvision (EPD) on July 27, 1934. Based on the review of the | atest
nmodi fication to the draft InterimROD, the EPD concurs with those selected renedies set forth in
the InterimROD but nust defer concurrence of the specific performance standards identified in
the sel ected renedies.

Remedi es acceptable to the EPD for contam nated soil and groundwater within that area specified
as Q(perable Unit 1 of the Marzone/ Chevron Superfund Site are as fol |l ows:

. Extraction of contam nated groundwater wi th subsequent treatnent prior to
infiltration through an infiltration gallery. Spent carbon filters generated by the
treatnment process shall be transported off-safe. Infiltration of treated
groundwat er shall further facilitate the extraction of contam nated groundwater.
G oundwat er nmonitoring shall be inplenmented to determ ne the effectiveness of the
remedy as well as to assure effective groundwater treatnent prior to infiltration.

. Excavation of contam nated soil w th subsequent treatnent using Low Tenperature
Thermal Desorption. Treated uncontam nated soil will remain on-site. Contam nated
resi dues generated by the treatnment process shall be transported off-site to an
aut hori zed incinerator.



Ms. Joanne Benante
Sept enber 30, 1994
Page Two

Under the terns and conditions of CERCLA Section 121(d)(2)(ii) and the NCP, "tinely
identification of pertinent" provisions of the Georgia Rules for Hazardous Site Response,
Chapter 391-3-19 et. seq. ("the Rules") as Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirenents
(ARARs) was not possible given that during the formative stages of the Feasibility Study, the
Rul es had yet to beconme fornally adopted or officially effective. 1In this instance, in an
effort to expedite source renoval, prevent further migration of contam nants fromthis site,
prevent inordinate delays in fine clean-up and avoid duplication of effort, the EPD does not
intend to identify specific performance standards set forth in the Georgia Rules for Hazardous
Site Response as ARARs for those selected renedies at Operable Unit 1 of the Marzone/ Chevron
Superfund Site.

Shoul d you require further clarification, please contact Andrew Taft at(404) 656-7802.
Si ncerely,
Harold F. Reheis

Director
HFR/ at



